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From: Rob Southwick <Rob@southwickassociates.com>
To: <MLPAComments@dfg.ca.gov>
Date: 10/14/2010 2:13 PM
Subject: MLPA CEQA Comments
Attachments: Southwick Comment Letter & Support Materials re SoCal DEIR.pdf

To Whom It May Concern:  Thank you for accepting and receiving my
comments.

Rob Southwick

President, Southwick Associates, Inc.

PO Box 6435

Fernandina Beach, FL 32035

904 277 9765; 904 261 1145 (fax)

rob@southwickassociates.com

www.SouthwickAssociates.com

www.AnglerSurvey.com

www.HunterSurvey.com

Letter A47_i
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October 14, 2010 
 
MLPA South Coast CEQA 
Department of Fish and Game  
4665 Lampson, Suite C  
Los Alamitos, CA 90720 
 
 Re: South Coast Marine Protected Areas Project 
  Draft Environmental Impact Report 
 
Dear Sir / Madam:  
 
 I am writing as an expert on fish and wildlife economics, including sportfishing 
economics. With my firm, Southwick Associates, I have examined sportfishing and 
outdoor economics for over 20 years. My qualifications are detailed in the attached CV. I 
have been involved in the South Coast Planning process as well as previous efforts 
along the North Central coast. 

I have studied the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the South Coast 
Marine Protected Areas (MPA) project.  The DEIR fails to identify and address the very 
significant adverse impacts on the marine environment that will result from economic 
impacts of the "Integrated Preferred Alternative" (IPA). Please let me explain: 

1) Basic Economics: common sense tell us when costs go up, people will purchase 
less. When anglers choose to fish a location, it is based on the expected costs of 
fishing that location (travel time and fuel costs, etc.) compared to the expected 
benefits (fishing success, overall enjoyment, safety, etc.). When areas are closed 
to fishing, anglers are forced to travel to other locations, or to refrain from fishing 
altogether. Substitute sites do not provide a better or equal mix of costs and 
benefits for many anglers, or those anglers would have originally fished these 
sites. Just like a price hike for professional sports events causes some people to 
quit attending, closing fishing sites will cause some of anglers to quit fishing as 
costs associated with participating will exceed the benefits received from fishing. 
This is simple, basic economics.   

2) Reduced fishing will reduce funding for marine conservation and therefore impact 
the marine environment: Anglers pay for conservation via their license purchases 
and a federal excise tax on fishing equipment and boat fuel. In fiscal year 2009, 
California anglers provided the State with approximately $80 million for fisheries 
and marine conservation ($20 million from federal excise taxes allocated to 
California, and $80 million in fishing licenses). One hundred percent of these 
funds are dedicated by federal law for fisheries and habitat conservation under 
penalty of forfeiture of all excise tax revenues.  

 
P.O. Box 6435              Fernandina Beach              Florida     32035 

Day time phone: (904) 277-9765              FAX: (904) 261-1145 
Rob@southwickassociates.com                www.southwickassociates.com 

Letter A47_ii

A47_ii-1
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3) Considering the two points above, the MPA proposals will reduce fishing 
participation, which will then directly impact the marine environment through 
reduced conservation funding. Biological monitoring, habitat acquisition and 
protection, law enforcement and other activities dedicated to preservation and 
enhancement of the marine environment are funded by angler dollars. These 
funds are used to ensure anglers have minimal environmental impact, and have 
been used since 1950 to successfully restore depleted fisheries. Recognizing the  

4) State’s limited abilities to replace any source of lost funding, imposing 
sportfishing restrictions via MPAs would certainly reduce the $80 million 
contributed by anglers annually for California fisheries and habitat conservation. 
A substantial portion of those lost revenues would have been devoted to the 
protection of the marine environment in the South Coast region, and all of them 
would have been allocated to fisheries protection and enhancement within 
California.  Considering human impacts on the marine environment, without 
active and effective marine management, California’s marine environment is 
expected to suffer. 

 

The issue is greater than Southern California. The MPAs in the South Coast 
region are just a part of the closures being enacted all along California’s coast. Each 
time new MPAs go into effect in California, more environmental management dollars are 
lost, which increases environmental risks and threats. As California anglers stop fishing, 
fewer funds go into the collective national pot, which impacts aquatic environments in all 
50 states.  

The very brief discussion of recreational fishing in the Recreational Resources 
section of the DEIR (Section 8.3.2.2.2) acknowledges that recreational fishing is a major 
source of income for the tourism and recreation sector in the SCSR, and that there are 
more than 2 million angler days of fishing every year in the South Coast region.  Yet the 
DEIR does not even attempt to quantify this enormous contribution to the South Coast 
economy.  The DEIR does discuss the issue of displaced fishing effort due to the 
adoption of MPAs, but it fails to consider the issue of foregone fishing effort and 
revenues, and hence it never addresses the impact these losses will have on the 
environment.  

The problem of lost conservation revenue is one of the topics discussed in 
greater detail in our paper entitled "The Potential Economic and Conservation Impacts of 
Proposed Marine Recreational Fishing Closures in Southern California," dated October 
20, 2009, and updated January 8, 2010.  A copy of this paper is enclosed and the paper 
in its entirety is incorporated in these comments.  In this letter I would emphasize two 
additional points made in our paper.  

First, we noted some significant failures in the economic data produced by 
Ecotrust on behalf of the MLPA planning process. Their data, used in the MPA 
deliberations, did not account for common, popular game species such as lingcod 
caught from private boats and mackerel targeted by anglers in party and charter boats. 
Most significantly, impacts on shoreline anglers (pier, surf, docks) were not provided 
either, but shoreline fishing represents 76 percent of Southern California’s marine 
recreational fishing activity (per CRFS/state data sources). The full potential impacts on 

A47_ii-1

A47_ii-2

A47_ii-3

A47_ii-4

A47_ii-5
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recreational fishing, and therefore the potential reductions in environmental 
management, were not understood or communicated. 

Second, another shortcoming relates to the clustering effect of the potential 
closures’ impact. Coastal sportfishing activity is clustered in specific areas along the 
California coast, such as Redondo Beach. While MPAs will have minimal effects in some 
areas, other areas highly dependent on anglers will suffer further reductions in 
commerce. Restaurants, hotels, marinas, party boats, charter boats, and their 
employees and supporting businesses will see reduced cash flow. Considering the 
current economy, these areas will be exposed to higher risks of business closures, 
community blight and physical degradation. These issues have not been considered 
during the deliberations and are not addressed at all in the DEIR. 

Thank you for your attention. 

Sincerely,  

 
Rob Southwick, 
President 

 

Enclosures. 

A47_ii-5
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ROBERT I. SOUTHWICK 
 P.O. Box 6435 
 Fernandina Beach, FL  32035 

rob@southwickassociates.com 
 (904) 277-9765 
 
 
PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE: 

 
President:  Southwick Associates, Inc, January 1990 to present; a fish, wildlife and 
outdoor recreation economics consulting firm, 1990 to present.  Responsibilities include 
interacting with industry and the natural resource community, industry and sportsmen; 
research; management of numerous staff (Ph.Ds, masters and support staff) and 
contractors; manage and direct projects; customer relations, and all others responsibilities 
associated with running a dynamic, growing company. 
 
Economic Specialist:  Sport Fishing Institute, 1988 to April 1990.  Responsibilities 
included research regarding the economic impacts and values created from various uses 
of fishery resources, writing articles for various publications, representing the Institute at 
public speaking engagements, liaison to various government agencies, maintaining daily 
operations of the Economics department, and preparing testimony for staff. 
 
Assistant Consultant:  Leviathan Associates, 1989. Assisted with economic research 
and writing activities. 

 
PROFESSIONAL AFFILIATIONS: 

 
American Fisheries Society 
The Wildlife Society 
International Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN) Economics Working Group 
Member of the 1996, 2001, 2006 and 2011 National Survey of Fishing, Hunting and 

Wildlife-Associated Recreation working groups, Association of Fish and 
Wildlife Agencies 

 
EDUCATION: 

 
B.S. Economics, Warrington College of Business, University of Florida, August, 1988. 
Coursework Emphasis: Regulatory Economics, Micro and Macro Economics, Advanced 
Statistics and Computers. Senior paper: An Economic Analysis of Florida's Redfish 
Allocation Conflict. 
 
University of South Florida, Tampa, FL, August 1984-December 1985. 
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ONGOING PROJECTS: 
 
 American Sportfishing Association: provision of data and statistics research services. Work 
includes original research, responding to industry inquiries, trade monitoring, and staffing and managing 
the industry’s Data and Statistics Committee. 
 
 Recreational Boating and Fishing Foundation: provision of research and evaluation services for 
fishing marketing programs conducted in partnership with state fishery agencies. 
 
 National Shooting Sports Foundation: conducts several ongoing trade research programs including 
ammunition sales, shooting range trends and use, export and import reporting, and various special projects. 
 
 
A PARTIAL LIST OF RECENT PROJECTS: 

 
Allen, Thomas; Dr. John Bergstrom and Rob Southwick. Effects of Increasing Duration of 
Summer Pool and Level of Winter Pool on Recreation Use and Selected Economic Indicators at 
Lake Martin, Alabama. Alabama Power Company. Oct, 2010. 
 
Southwick, Robert I., Dr. Max Soto. The Economic Significance of Sportfishing to the Costa 
Rican Economy. The Billfish Foundation. 2010. 
 
Southwick, Robert I. and Tom Allen. 2003, 2007 & 2008.  Non-Resident Fishing License Revenue 
Forecasts and Optimal Prices.  Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission.  
 
Southwick, Robert I. The Economic Significance of U.S. Anglers in regards to Billfish 
Conservation in Mexico: a Case Study of Cabo San Lucas. The Billfish Foundation. March, 2008. 
 
Southwick, Robert I. and Tom Allen. The 2006 Economic Contributions of Hunting. December 
2007. Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies. 
 
Southwick, Robert I. and Tom Allen. The 2006 Economic Contributions of Sportfishing. 
December, 2007. American Sportfishing Association. 
 
Southwick, Robert I. and Patricia Foster-Turley, Ph.D. The Economic Significance of Reefs to 
South Florida. Private clients. October, 2007. 
 
Southwick, Robert I. and John Bergstrom, Ph.D.  State-Level Economic Significance of Outdoor 
Human-Powered Recreation. Outdoor Industries Association.  May, 2007. 
 
Southwick, Robert I. and Patricia Foster-Turley, Ph.D. Enhanced Fish and Wildlife Management 
in Tennessee: Public Support and Potential Benefits. Tennessee Wildlife Resources Agency. 2007. 
 
Southwick, Robert I. The Economic Contributions of Hunting, Fishing and Wildlife-Viewing on 
U.S. Forest Service-Managed Lands. American Sportfishing Association and the U.S. Forest 
Service. September, 2006.  
 
Whitehead, John; Peter A. Groothuis, Rob Southwick and Pat Foster-Turley, Ph.D.  April, 2006. 
Economic Values of Saginaw Bay Coastal Marshes with a Focus on Recreational Values. 
Prepared for Ducks Unlimited.  
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Executive Summary 
 

This analysis was produced in the limited time available between the release of 
Ecotrust data on October 6, 2009 and October 20, 2009. Given more time, data 
specific to this region and the issues could have been developed thus providing 
greater precision to the final estimates. Realizing the time limitations, this study 
was based on the best readily available data and science. The major data sources 
used in this analysis were obtained from the California Department of Fish and 
Game and the MLPA process. Estimates were generated for the BRTF’s 
preferred alternative and added January 10, 2010. 

 
This study reports the economic impacts of sportfishing to Southern California, the 
potential economic losses if proposed sportfishing closures are instituted and the 
associated conservation funding impacts. A number of government data sources have 
been used to develop these estimates, and maps are provided highlighting the areas to be 
closed and how these would impact anglers.  
 
The U.S. Department of Commerce’s National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) reports 
1.5 million people fish California’s marine waters. NMFS reports these anglers spend 
over $3.0 billion annually in the state. Over two-thirds of California’s marine fishing 
occurs in the southern region (San Diego county up through Santa Barbara county) 
(CRFS, 2009). The economic impacts from all recreational fishing trips in Southern 
California’s marine waters are substantial, and benefit a wide range of coastal businesses 
from marinas and boat dealers to restaurants and hotels:  
 
 Retail sales = $2.1 billion ($455 per fishing trip) 
 Jobs = 15,995 (every 172 fishing trips supports one new California job) 
 State and local tax revenues = $257.4 million ($57 per trip) 

Total sales stimulated throughout California’s economy as a result of marine 
sportfishing = $2.5 billion ($916 per trip) 

 
The clearest way to express the economics of marine fishing in Southern California is, if 
all saltwater fishing ceased, and anglers did not spend their money elsewhere in 
California, California’s economy would shrink by $2.5 billion dollars, nearly 16,000 jobs 
would be lost, and state tax revenues would fall by over $250 million. 

 
Potential Economic Losses from Proposed Closed Areas 
 
The Marine Life Protection Act (MLPA) process is proposing to close many areas of the 
coast to recreational fishing. Data provided by Ecotrust were combined with state and 
federal fisheries data sources to estimate the economic losses each closure would place 
on the California economy. See Table E-1 for the top level results. The extreme is 
Proposal 3 which would create 135 percent greater economic losses than the least 
harmful proposal, Proposal 2. Proposal 1 represents 59 percent more economic losses 
than Proposal 2. However, Proposal 2 should not be considered harmless and could result 
in lost retail sales of up to $136 million and eliminate nearly 870 jobs in California. State 
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and local government could expect annual tax revenues to shrink by $13.8 million. 
Combined with the recent economic downturn, closures would represent another 
stumbling block for California’s economy and treasury. The BRTF’s preferred alternative 
presents greater impact than Proposal 2, but is expected to produce less economic harm 
than proposals 1 or 3. However, shore-based anglers are expected to bear much more of 
the losses than might be experienced under Proposal 2, while charter boats may fare 
better (page 11). 
 
PLEASE NOTE: Data were only available from the MLPA process to estimate the 
potential economic losses from 16 specific fish species. Information on the overall 
economic impact of recreational shellfish harvests and diving were not available. 
Therefore, the possible economic losses from restricting shellfish harvest and diving are 
not included here as the magnitude of these losses could be reasonably estimated within 
the limited time frame available. Readers should also note the economic impacts reported 
here are undercounted due to a lack of economic-related data from the MLPA process for 
specific and common species such as lingcod (for private boat fishing) and mackerel 
from party and charter boats. Impacts on shoreline fishing (pier, surf, docks) were not 
provided either. We make efforts to estimate impacts from lost shoreline fishing as this 
represents 76 percent of Southern California’s marine recreational fishing activity. 
 

Table E-1: Potential Annual Economic Losses per Proposal 

Type of Trip: Expenditures Jobs Total Sales Value Added 

State & 
Local Tax 
Revenues 

Proposal 1 $176,394,807  1,379 $216,237,216  $112,293,982  $21,996,432  
Proposal 2 $110,707,610 866 $135,820,104 $70,548,023 $13,805,239 
Proposal 3 $260,409,731 2,029 $318,624,474 $165,354,173 $32,473,094 
BRTFA preferred alternative $125,841,483 973 $153,493,146 $79,548,465 $15,692,433 

 
The losses presented in Table E-1 represent the possible losses from each proposal. 
Recognizing anglers’ largest expenditures are for charter fees and boat-related costs, 
services which are normally provided by independent businesses, a disproportionate 
share of recreational fishing closures will be borne by California’s small businesses. 
Recognizing the “double whammy” from the recent economic downturn, and the 
difficulty small businesses have accessing capital, opportunities to migrate to other 
business activities are very limited if not completely unavailable.  
Please note that, in all  proposals, shoreline anglers are expected to be impacted the most. 
Shoreline anglers are generally lower income than boat-based anglers. Also, kayak 
anglers are expected to be impacted significantly, especially by the closure at Point 
Dume, which provides reasonable and safe access for beginning and intermediate 
kayakers. Economic impact estimates explaining the losses specifically from reduced 
kayak trips were not possible given the lack of economic impact data on kayak fishing 
and the lack of information on the total number of marine kayak fishing trips taken in 
California annually. 
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Fish and Wildlife Viewing and Other Activities Are Not Equal Economic Substitutes for 
Fishing  
 
An argument is often made that, in areas closed to fishing, wildlife viewing and non-
fishing kayaking would replace lost angler dollars. While fish and wildlife viewing is a 
worthwhile and positive activity, the economic impacts are not equal:  

� The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service provides comparisons between sportfishing 
and wildlife viewing. In 2006, the average California angler spent $1,396 
annually for travel and equipment. The average fish and wildlife viewer spent 
$641 annually for travel and equipment. To maintain economic impacts, more 
than two new fish and wildlife viewers will be needed to replace each lost angler. 
Considering there are currently no road blocks to wildlife viewing in California, 
creating new fish and wildlife viewers may be a difficult proposition. 

� Based on information from the Outdoor Industries Association, nearly four times 
more fish wildlife viewers are needed to replace the travel-related dollars injected 
into the local economy annually by one average angler (See Appendix B).  

� Considering the additional equipment required to recreationally fish compared to 
fish and wildlife viewing and kayaking (costlier boats, fuel, fishing tackle, 
electronics, bait, trailers, etc.), anglers spend more in the local economy. 
(Appendix B). 

� There are 39 percent more anglers in the U.S. than kayakers (Outdoor Industries 
Foundation, 2006). Replacing anglers with non-fishing kayakers will be difficult.  

 
Implications to Conservation: 
 
Reducing sportfishing will have a direct impact on marine conservation. All conservation 
efforts require dollars. Anglers are the major source of aquatic conservation funding. 
There is a federal excise tax on sportfishing equipment and boat fuel with 100 percent of 
the revenues dedicated to fisheries and wetland conservation: the Federal Aid in Sport 
Fish Restoration Trust Fund. In fiscal year 2009, anglers provided California with over 
$20 million in excise tax revenues for fisheries and marine habitat conservation, 
benefitting all marine and aquatic life.  
 
In addition, anglers must purchase a license every year. This generates an even bigger 
source of revenue. In 2009, the State reported California’s anglers paid $60 million for 
sportfishing licenses. One hundred percent of these funds go to fisheries and habitat 
conservation in California.  

Actions that reduce marine sportfishing would have a direct impact on conservation 
funding. Recognizing the State’s limited abilities to replace any source of funding, 
imposing sportfishing restrictions would certainly reduce the $80 million contributed by 
anglers annually for fisheries and habitat conservation. 
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Anglers Will Not Shift 100% of Their Fishing Effort to Other Areas:  
 
Some anglers, after closures, will shift their fishing to other locations. How many will 
shift, and if they will fish as often, is unknown. Based on empirical data, overall fishing 
activity will decrease once areas are off limits to anglers. Any first year economics 
student knows when prices go up, demand goes down. If something costs more, less will 
be sold. This is true for fishing. In 2005, the American Sportfishing Association (ASA) 
analyzed years of fishing license data for approximately 35 states, including California. 
The purpose was to identify optimal license prices. The analysis showed that, for every 
$1 increase in license prices, sales of annual saltwater licenses in California fall by 
40,000 and 24,000 fewer 1-day licenses are sold. By requiring anglers to travel further, to 
experience more crowding at the remaining places, or to receive a lesser quality 
experience while fishing secondary spots, closures represent a defacto price or cost 
increase. When the cost of fishing goes up, fewer people will fish. (Data source: 
http://www.asafishing.org/asa/statistics/reports/fishornot.html.) 
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Introduction 

 
 
 

Marine recreational fishing remains an important activity for thousands of California 
residents and visitors.  These individuals spend significant amounts of money pursuing 
their activity.  These expenditures support many businesses along the California coast as 
well as inland.  Many of these businesses are directly related to fishing such as party 
boats, marinas and tackle shops.  However, many more businesses are supported by 
anglers including hotels, restaurants, general stores, and more.   
 
This report was developed to help readers gain a better appreciation of marine 
recreational fishing’s economic impacts (retail sales, jobs, tax revenues, etc.). These 
measures are not to be confused with economic values.  Economic values measure the 
personal benefits derived by individuals from their sportfishing participation.  While it is 
true that, if anglers did not fish, they might spend their dollars elsewhere, there is no 
guarantee these dollars would be spent in the same amounts nor would these dollars 
necessarily be spent among coastal businesses. Certainly, many coastal businesses now 
dependent on sportfishing would suffer to some minor or major extent as a result of 
reductions in sportfishing participation.  This report serves to explain the statewide 
economic activity generated by anglers for their ocean sport fishing activities in Southern 
California and the potential economic losses from each proposed closure, and to explain 
the conservation losses that could accrue to California. 
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Potential Economic Losses from Proposed Recreational Fishing 
Closures 

 
This section describes the data sources and methods used to estimate the economic 
impacts of marine recreational fishing in Southern California. Given only two weeks 
were permitted to review and analyze the proposed closure areas, only existing and 
readily available data were used in this analysis. The assumptions used in this analysis 
are explained throughout the text. The three major data sources used include the State’s 
CRFS survey, Ecotrust’s assessment of the percentage and value of fishing locations that 
would be lost, and the National Marine Fisheries Service’s economic impact information 
for California. 
 
Data Sources 
 
Participation Estimates: CRFS 
  
Participation is reported by the number of trips taken by marine recreational fishermen. 
Marine recreational fishing trips are estimated by the California Recreational Fisheries 
Survey (CRFS). CRFS, launched in January 2004, is a combination angler intercept and 
telephone survey that estimates trips taken and the number of fish caught by residents and 
nonresidents combined. 
 
All participation estimates used in this analysis were obtained from the California 
Recreational Fisheries Survey (CRFS) website. This website can be accessed at 
http://www.recfin.org/forms/est2004.html. CRFS was created by the California 
Department of Fish and Game (DFG) and the Pacific States Marine Fisheries 
Commission (PSMFC) to provide better monthly estimates of fishing activity compared 
to previous federally-managed coastal fishing surveys. Marine fishing trips can be 
estimated according to a number of variables. These variables include trips targeting 
specific species, trips made by boat, shore, or man-made structures, numbers of fish 
caught, and more.   
 
Trips data are provided for distinct regions within California. One region is the Southern 
California region. This region aligns with boundaries as defined by the Marine Life 
Protection Act Initiative for Southern California and includes the counties of San Diego, 
Orange, Los Angeles, Ventura and Santa Barbara. 
 
Data on the number of trips for specific species were obtained from the CRFS website. 
The species for which data were downloaded were those presented in the Ecotrust 
assessment of anglers’ preferred fishing locations (described next). The specific variables 
entered into the CRFS website to obtain the number of trips were: 

 
Coastal district: Southern California (San Diego through Santa Barbara)  
Marine Areas: All 
Fishing Mode: All fishing modes 
Time Span: Jan-Dec, 2008  
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Results were the number of trips for each species, reported by fishing mode (man-made, 
shore, charter/party boat or private boat). A summary of the results are presented in 
Tables 1 - 2. 
 
 
Table 1: Total Marine Recreational Fishing Trips in California, by Mode:* 

Mode Number of trips (x 1,000) Standard Error 
Man-made structure 1,930.97 2.13 

Shore/surf 1,168.99 4.67 
Charter or party boat 297.80 7.76 

Private vessel 640.46 1.22 
TOTAL 4,038.23 

* Actual trips only. No double-counting is associated with these figures, as 
encountered with species-specific trips estimates (described below). 
 
Table 2: Total Marine Recreational Fishing Trips in Southern California (San Diego 
through Santa Barbara counties) by Mode:* 

Mode Number of trips (x 1,000) Standard Error 
Man-made structure 1,406.00 2.72 

Shore/surf 681.54 5.79 
Charter or party boat 236.80 8.88 

Private vessel 429.66 1.54 
TOTAL 2,754.00 

* Actual trips only. No double-counting is associated with these figures, as 
encountered with species-specific trips estimates (described below). 
 
Data concerns existed. One problem was associated with double-counting. Based on 
anglers targeting multiple species per trip, it was not possible to acquire data explaining 
the percentage of marine trips that targeted specific species. To develop an idea of the 
percentage of trips attributable to specific species – a required necessity in this analysis – 
we prorated trips across species. The results, as presented in Table 3, report the 
percentage of trips in which specific species were caught. Necessary assumptions 
included: 
 

1) The target species are roughly assumed to be those top species caught, based on 
anglers expecting to catch these and rig accordingly, and  

2) The target species are the primary reason for anglers departing on their trips. Any 
action taken to reduce the trips targeting these species will result in some level of 
reduced fishing activity. 

 
At some future date, data may come available about the percentage of all fishing trips 
targeting specific species. Until then, such assumptions will be necessary. 
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Table 3: Estimated Percent of Marine Fishing Trips by Species (% of all trips by mode 
are presented for Shore/Pier, Charter/Party and Private boat fishing; “Total” presents 
the percentage of ALL Southern California Marine trips assigned to that species).  

  

  

Estimated % of total 
SoCal trips per 

mode 
Barracuda   
Shore/Pier 3.9% 
Charter/party 6.1% 
Private boat 6.7% 

Total 5.0% 
    
Bonito   
Shore/Pier 3.2% 
Charter/party 4.9% 
Private boat 5.5% 

Total 4.1% 
    
Ca. Halibut   
Shore/Pier 11.2% 
Charter/party 5.2% 
Private boat 7.3% 

Total 9.2% 
    

Calico Bass / 
Kelp bass   
Shore/Pier 9.4% 
Charter/party 7.4% 
Private boat 7.6% 

Total 8.6% 
    
Croaker   
Shore/Pier 13.7% 
Charter/party 6.8% 
Private boat 6.9% 

Total 10.8% 
    
Lingcod   
Shore/Pier 0.1% 
Charter/party 7.2% 
Private boat 5.4% 

Total 2.6% 
    
Mackerels   
Shore/Pier 12.3% 
Charter/party 7.7% 
Private boat 7.7% 

Total 10.3% 
    
Rockfish   
Shore/Pier 2.8% 
Charter/party 8.2% 
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Private boat 7.0% 
Total 4.7% 

    
Scorpionfish   
Shore/Pier 4.4% 
Charter/party 8.1% 
Private boat 7.1% 

Total 5.7% 
    
Sheepshead   
Shore/Pier 2.0% 
Charter/party 7.4% 
Private boat 5.9% 

Total 3.8% 
    
Sand bass   
Shore/Pier 10.9% 
Charter/party 6.9% 
Private boat 7.5% 

Total 9.4% 
    
Surf perch   
Shore/Pier 14.7% 
Charter/party 5.9% 
Private boat 4.8% 

Total 10.7% 
    
Thresher 
shark   
    
Shore/Pier 9.2% 
Charter/party 5.1% 
Private boat 6.9% 

Total 8.0% 
    
Whitefish   
Shore/Pier n/a 
Charter/party 7.0% 
Private boat 4.9% 

Total 2.4% 
    
White 
Seabass   
Shore/Pier 2.2% 
Charter/party 3.8% 
Private boat 5.9% 

Total 3.4% 
    
Yellowtail   
Shore/Pier 0.1% 
Charter/party 2.4% 
Private boat 2.9% 

Total 1.2% 
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Impacts on Fishing Areas Per Proposal: Ecotrust 
 
Prior to public deliberations about which closure proposals to adopt, Ecotrust released 
results of surveys of recreational users and charter/party boat operators regarding the 
areas and value of referred fishing grounds that would be lost under each proposal. These 
were also provided after the BRTF’s preferred recommendations were issued in 
December, 2009. The detailed spreadsheets provided by Ecotrust listed results. For 
private boat and kayak fishing, losses were reported for selected species for each county 
and per mode. Totals for each species or each county or mode were not reported. Similar 
data were provided for CPFV (charter/partyboats) with no totals provided and results 
only listed by species and per port. Thus, to produce the data required to estimate losses 
imposed by the MLPA process, totals had to be generated.  
 
Not all common or popular species were listed in the Ecotrust reports. Lingcod were not 
reported in the private vessel data, or leopard shark or scorpionfish. Croakers were not 
included with the charter/party boat data, and other common species were missing, too. 
The small sample size in the Ecotrust work may have precluded collection of data for 
these species. The reason for their exclusion was not known.  
 
To determine the entire percentage of anglers’ fishing areas impacted by each proposal, 
we looked at the proportion of total trips represented by each species. We listed the trips 
per species, then totaled all trips. To combine trips by mode (private vessel, charter/party, 
kayak), we used weighted averages based on the number of trips per mode reported in 
CRFS. Adjustments were needed to align the Ecotrust and CRFS data. For example, 
Ecotrust collected and reported angling activity on a different basis than previous and 
ongoing efforts by various fisheries agencies (dive, kayak, private vessel, CPFV 
(charter/party) and shoreline/man-made). Private vessel and kayak data were combined, 
with 90% of weighting given to private vessel data based on various industry data 
resources. Other adjustments were made to combine Ecotrust’s county-level data with 
CRFS “San Diego-Los Angeles” and “Ventura-Santa Barbara” data using reports from 
Southern California recreational industry representatives about the typical distribution of 
all recreational fishing activity across these counties.  
 
With anglers typically catching many species per trip, and reporting multiple target 
species per trip, the results actually overstate the true number of fishing trips. That is fine 
for this purpose. By looking at the proportion of these total trips attributable to each 
species, the results indicate the relative importance of each species to marine fishing. 
These results are then used as an estimate of the total trips attributable to each species, as 
listed in Table 4. Please note the data in Tables 1 and 2 were not based on trips per 
species. The results are accurate as double-counting did not occur based on how the data 
were downloaded (species-specific data were not requested, only total trips regardless of 
species were requested). 
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PLEASE NOTE: Ecotrust’s recreational angler survey efforts did not capture enough 
responses from surf, pier and other shoreline anglers to permit results. However, 
according to CRFS, shoreline-based (non-boat) trips represent 76 percent of all marine 
fishing activity in Southern California. Ignoring the impacts of MLPA decisions on 
shoreline anglers would be a major disservice to California. To provide some level of 
information about these impacts, based on the propensity of kayak anglers to launch from 
shore – areas were people also frequently fish –  Ecotrust’s estimated impacts to kayak 
anglers are used as substitute data regarding impacts to shoreline anglers. If additional 
research is conducted regarding the MLPA process, the process would benefit greatly if 
research was conducted into shoreline-based anglers.  
 
Table 4: Potential Lost Area and Value per Species, for each Closure Proposal 
  PROPOSAL 1 PROPOSAL 2 PROPOSAL 3 
  % Area % Value % Area % Value % Area % Value 
    
Barracuda   
Shore/Pier 10.9% 8.6% 9.0% 3.5% 18.7% 22.5% 
Charter/party 14.0% 12.4% 11.7% 9.3% 18.1% 16.2% 
Private boat 5.0% 6.2% 4.3% 4.8% 6.2% 8.3% 
    
Bonito   
Shore/Pier 9.1% 12.5% 6.1% 3.8% 20.9% 27.6% 
Charter/party Economic data were not collected for this species by the MLPA process 
Private boat 4.0% 5.3% 3.2% 3.7% 5.6% 7.3% 
    
Ca. Halibut   
Shore/Pier 9.7% 13.9% 7.0% 7.4% 10.2% 20.2% 
Charter/party 12.2% 13.0% 9.6% 8.5% 15.4% 15.9% 
Private boat 6.7% 7.0% 4.9% 3.9% 7.6% 8.7% 
    
Calico Bass / Kelp bass   
Shore/Pier 11.2% 14.2% 8.4% 6.5% 16.4% 28.2% 
Charter/party 14.2% 15.8% 11.2% 11.3% 18.7% 20.0% 
Private boat 7.1% 11.7% 5.3% 7.5% 9.4% 15.8% 
    
Croaker   
Shore/Pier 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
Charter/party Economic data were not collected for this species by the MLPA process 
Private boat 6.6% 4.4% 3.6% 3.2% 10.4% 8.4% 
    
Lingcod   
Shore/Pier Economic data were not collected for this species by the MLPA process 
Charter/party 11.3% 8.6% 10.2% 5.6% 14.0% 19.5% 
Private boat Economic data were not collected for this species by the MLPA process 
    
Mackerels   
Shore/Pier 11.3% 8.6% 10.2% 5.6% 14.0% 19.5% 
Charter/party Economic data were not collected for this species by the MLPA process 
Private boat 5.7% 7.6% 4.4% 5.1% 5.7% 9.0% 
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* Shark was reported as thresher shark in the Ecotrust data.  The thresher info was applied to all types of sharks to 
help account for their importance to local fisheries. 

 

    
Rockfish   
Shore/Pier 13.8% 13.8% 8.1% 5.2% 26.4% 31.8% 
Charter/party 25.4% 18.8% 23.0% 15.5% 26.5% 21.4% 
Private boat 9.2% 9.6% 7.2% 7.2% 12.1% 12.8% 
  
   
Ca. Scorpionfish   
Shore/Pier Economic data were not collected for this species by the MLPA process 
Charter/party 16.3% 12.8% 12.7% 8.8% 19.6% 14.2% 
Private boat Economic data were not collected for this species by the MLPA process 
    
Ca. Sheepshead   
Shore/Pier 21.2% 25.4% 14.3% 8.3% 18.3% 28.0% 
Charter/party 19.2% 23.7% 12.8% 12.6% 20.0% 23.2% 
Private boat 11.9% 17.0% 9.5% 11.0% 13.4% 21.8% 
    
Sand bass   
Shore/Pier 11.3% 13.9% 7.8% 6.8% 12.9% 23.7% 
Charter/party 10.9% 9.2% 8.5% 5.9% 15.2% 12.1% 
Private boat 4.4% 4.1% 3.1% 1.8% 6.0% 6.9% 
    
Surf perch   
Shore/Pier Economic data were not collected for this species by the MLPA process 
Charter/party Economic data were not collected for this species by the MLPA process 
Private boat 7.2% 9.1% 4.4% 7.6% 7.1% 4.8% 
    
Shark*   
Shore/Pier 14.1% 11.7% 12.0% 8.4% 16.9% 25.2% 
Charter/party 1.2% 2.1% 0.01% 1.1% 2.3% 3.9% 
Private boat 3.7% 4.7% 4.4% 5.1% 6.1% 10.1% 
    
Whitefish   
Shore/Pier not a common shoreline species   
Charter/party 19.6% 23.2% 15.9% 16.8% 23.1% 26.1% 
Private boat Economic data were not collected for this species by the MLPA process 
    
White Seabass   
Shore/Pier 10.9% 11.6% 8.1% 4.4% 15.5% 30.1% 
Charter/party 17.5% 16.3% 12.8% 10.5% 22.5% 23.0% 
Private boat 7.8% 11.2% 5.8% 5.6% 10.1% 20.6% 
    
Yellowtail   
Shore/Pier not a common shoreline species   
Charter/party 12.2% 12.4% 8.8% 5.4% 12.8% 25.1% 
Private boat 3.1% 4.5% 2.3% 3.0% 4.1% 7.1% 
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Expenditure and Economic Impact Estimates: NMFS 
 
Expenditure data were obtained from “Fisheries Economics of the United States, 2006 - 
Economics and Sociocultural Status and Trends Series” released by the National Marine 
Fisheries Service (NMFS). Data were provided for trip and equipment-specific 
expenditures and economic impacts. Information was separated into three categories: 
party/charter fishing, private/rental boat fishing and shore fishing (including piers and 
other man-made structures). The same information source provided estimates on the total 
California marine fishing trips. The former was divided by the latter to estimate the 
average impact and expenditure per trip.  
 
The expenditures and impacts from NMFS were for 2006. Recognizing the level of 
statistical error associated with all the data sources used, updating the 2006 results to 
2008 levels was not regarded as useful. 
 
Economic impact information from NMFS were developed using the IMPLAN modeling 
system. The impacts reported by NMFS included: 

 
Angler expenditures: the total amount spent by anglers to go fishing, including 

travel and equipment expenses. 
Jobs: The total jobs supported in all sectors of the state economy as a result of 

anglers’ expenditures. 
Sales: the total sales stimulated in all sectors of the state economy as a result of 

anglers’ expenditures. 
Value-Added: the dollar value of products and services produced (such as fishing 

tackle) minus the dollar value of all materials and services purchased from 
other firms. 

 
Not included in the NNFS results were tax revenues. Tax revenues were estimated using 
IMPLAN-derived tax estimates as reported in the American Sportfishing Association’s 
(ASA) “Sportfishing in America” publication, which is generated based on data from the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Bureau of Census. This document provides tax impacts 
for California sportfishing, and was based on angler expenditures. A ratio was derived by 
comparing state and local tax revenues ($160.8 million) to expenditures ($1.29 billion) in 
the ASA report, and applying the resulting ratio (.1247, or 12.47 cents per angler dollar) to 
the NMFS angler expenditure estimates to arrive at tax impacts for marine sportfishing. 
The impacts and expenditure data are presented in Tables 5 through 7. 
 
Table 5. Economic Impacts of Marine Recreational Fishing in California, 2006. 

         

  Expenditures Jobs Total Sales Value Added 
State & Local Tax 

Revenues 
Shorebased $1,004,154,913 7,792 $1,220,575,982 $632,433,758 $125,218,118  
Party/Charter $877,002,275 7,132 $1,092,185,247 $571,082,927 $109,362,184  
Private $1,145,071,812 8,530 $1,386,414,772 $714,800,315 $142,790,455  
TOTAL $3,026,229,000 23,454 $3,699,176,000 $1,918,317,000 $377,370,756  
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Economic estimates specific for Southern California were developed by applying the 
proportion of California’s total marine fishing trips that occur in Southern California to 
the economic impacts reported by NMFS, per the trips data reported in Tables 1 and 2. 
This was done for each mode and then summed to arrive at the final proportion. This 
proportion was then applied to the economic impacts reported in Table 5. Table 6 
presents the economic impacts from marine recreational fishing for Southern California. 
 
 
Table 6. Economic Impacts of Marine Recreational Fishing in Southern California, 2006. 

           

  Expenditures Jobs Total Sales Value Added 
State & Local Tax 

Revenues 
Shorebased $676,204,553 5,247 $821,943,931 $425,885,071 $84,322,708 
Party/Charter $697,362,904 5,671 $868,469,213 $454,106,061 $86,961,154 
Private $768,182,970 5,722 $930,090,328 $479,530,998 $95,792,416 
TOTAL $2,063,833,599 15,995 $2,522,771,316 $1,308,257,597 $257,360,050 

 
 
Table 7. Per-Day Impacts for Southern California Marine Recreational Fishing 

         

  Expenditures Jobs Total Sales Value Added 
State & Local Tax 

Revenues 
Shorebased $221 0.0017 $269 $139 $28 
Party/Charter $1,349 0.0110 $1,680 $878 $168 
Private $798 0.0059 $966 $498 $99 
AVERAGE: $455 0.0035 $556 $288 $57 

 
 
Estimated Economics Losses from Proposed Closure Alternatives 
 
The relative economic losses to recreational fishing between the closure proposals were 
estimated by matching the average of lost fishing area and value to the marine 
recreational impacts reported by NMFS. This was done for each species. The areas and 
values lost to each proposal do not fully represent the level of sportfishing that would be 
lost under each proposal, but based on the lack of data about where anglers actually fish 
and the assumptions listed in the Data Sources section, an average of the lost areas and 
values are used as a proxy of the percentage of trips that would be lost. The primary 
assumption is that anglers will reduce their fishing activity commensurate with the areas 
lost to fishing. If just one or two localized areas were closed to fishing, this assumption 
would not hold water. But given the magnitude of choice fishing areas proposed for 
closure, along with the earlier closures in the Channel Islands, and the increased costs and 
reduced benefits from fishing the remaining locations, this assumption is considered 
reasonable. If future research is conducted for the MLPA process, potential impacts on 
participation should be examined using standard stated preference methods. 
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The first step was to estimate the economic impacts per species. The percentage of total 
fishing activity assigned to each species and mode of fishing (Table 3) was applied to the 
total expenditures and impacts for Southern California (Table 6).  The results estimate the 
expenditures and impacts associated with each species per mode. Details are presented in 
Appendix A. Next, the results are multiplied by the amount of fishing expected to be lost 
per mode and species (Table 4). This is done for each proposal. The results are listed 
below in Table 8. The sum of the expected losses for each mode and proposal represents 
the total losses expected in California’s economy should the proposal be accepted and 
implemented.  
 
Table 8. The Expected Harm to California’s Economy from Each Proposed 

Closure Alternative 
 

  Proposal 1 

  Expenditures Jobs Total Sales Value Added 
State & Local Tax 

Revenues 
Shore-based  $    57,087,116  443  $   69,390,850   $    35,954,432   $           7,118,763  
Charter/Party  $    69,159,495  562  $   86,128,602   $    45,035,011   $           8,624,189  
Private Boat  $    50,148,196  374  $   60,717,763   $    31,304,540   $           6,253,480  
TOTAL  $ 176,394,807  1,379  $ 216,237,216   $ 112,293,982   $        21,996,432  

  Proposal 2 

  Expenditures Jobs Total Sales Value Added 
State & Local Tax 

Revenues 
Shore-based  $    29,240,965  227  $   35,543,141   $    18,416,455   $           3,646,348  
Charter/Party  $    47,401,429  385  $   59,031,935   $    30,866,678   $           5,910,958  
Private Boat  $    34,065,216  254  $   41,245,027   $    21,264,891   $           4,247,932  
TOTAL  $ 110,707,610  866  $ 135,820,104   $    70,548,023   $        13,805,239  

  Proposal 3 

  Expenditures Jobs Total Sales Value Added 
State & Local Tax 

Revenues 
Shore-based  $ 108,964,436  846  $ 132,449,060   $    68,627,646   $        13,587,865  
Charter/Party  $    81,239,429  661  $ 101,172,492   $    52,901,175   $        10,130,557  
Private Boat  $    70,205,866  523  $   85,002,922   $    43,825,352   $           8,754,671  
TOTAL  $ 260,409,731  2,029  $ 318,624,474   $ 165,354,173   $        32,473,094  

 

  BRTF’s Preferred Alternative 

  Expenditures Jobs Total Sales Value Added 
State & Local Tax 

Revenues 
Shore-based  $ 61,186,279  475 $74,373,488 $38,536,154  $          7,629,929  
Charter/Party  $ 24,202,525  197 $30,140,904 $15,760,106  $          3,018,055  
Private Boat  $ 40,452,678  301  $48,978,754   $25,252,204   $          5,044,449  
TOTAL $125,841,483 973 $153,493,146  $79,548,465  $        15,692,433 
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The results in Table 8 show that Proposal 3 presents the worst possible economic loss 
scenario. Up to 866 jobs, nearly $14 million in state tax revenues and $111 million in 
retail sales would be in jeopardy. The results are best used to compare the relative 
differences between proposals.  Proposal 3 represents 135 percent greater losses than 
Proposal 2, the least damaging proposal. Proposal 1 represents 59 percent more economic 
losses than Proposal 2. All of these proposals present even greater threats to conservation 
and funding in California, with little chance of substitute revenue sources, as described in 
the next sections. 
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Fish and Wildlife Viewing and Other Recreational Activities Are Not 
Equal Economic Substitutes for Recreational Fishing 

 
 
An argument is often made that, in areas closed to fishing, wildlife viewing and non-
fishing kayaking would replace lost angler dollars. While fish and wildlife viewing is a 
worthwhile and positive activity, the economic impacts are not equal:  

� The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service provides comparisons between sportfishing 
and wildlife viewing. In 2006, the average California angler spent $1,396 
annually for travel and equipment. The average fish and wildlife viewer spent 
$641 annually for travel and equipment. To maintain economic impacts, more 
than two new wildlife viewers will be needed to replace each lost angler. 
Considering there are currently no road blocks to wildlife viewing in California, 
creating new fish and wildlife viewers may be a difficult proposition. 

� Based on information from the Outdoor Industries Association, nearly four times 
more fish and wildlife viewers are needed to replace the travel-related dollars 
injected into the local economy annually by one average angler (See Appendix 
B).  

� Considering the additional equipment required to recreationally fish compared to 
fish and wildlife viewing and kayaking (costlier boats, fuel, fishing tackle, 
electronics, bait, trailers, etc.), anglers spend more in the local economy. 
(Appendix B). 

� There are 39 percent more anglers in the U.S. than kayakers (Outdoor Industries 
Foundation, 2006). Replacing anglers with non-fishing kayakers will be difficult.  

30



 14 

 
 
 

Implications to Marine Conservation Funding 
 
 
Reducing sportfishing will have a direct impact on marine conservation. All conservation 
efforts require dollars. Anglers are the major source of aquatic conservation funding. 
There is a federal excise tax on sportfishing equipment and boat fuel with 100 percent of 
the revenues dedicated to fisheries and wetland conservation: the Federal Aid in Sport 
Fish Restoration Trust Fund. In fiscal year 2009, anglers provided California with over 
$20 million in excise tax revenues for fisheries and marine habitat conservation, 
benefitting all marine and aquatic life.  
 
In addition, anglers must purchase a license every year. This generates an even bigger 
source of revenue. In 2009, the State reported California’s anglers paid $60 million for 
sportfishing licenses. One hundred percent of these funds go to fisheries and habitat 
conservation in California. Any diversion of these funds to other purposes would 
disqualify the State from receiving its share of federal sport fish excise tax revenues.  
 
Actions that reduce marine sportfishing would have a direct impact on conservation 
funding. Recognizing the State’s limited abilities to replace any source of funding, 
imposing sportfishing restrictions would certainly reduce the $80 million contributed by 
anglers annually for fisheries and habitat conservation. 
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Anglers Will Not Shift 100% of Their Fishing Effort to Other Areas 
 
 
Some anglers, after closures, will shift their fishing to other locations. How many will 
shift, and if they will fish as often, is unknown. Based on empirical data, overall fishing 
activity will decrease once areas are off limits to anglers. Any first year economics 
student knows when prices go up, demand goes down. If something costs more, less will 
be sold. This is true for fishing. In 2005, the American Sportfishing Association (ASA) 
analyzed years of fishing license data for approximately 35 states, including California. 
The purpose was to identify optimal license prices. The analysis showed that, for every 
$1 increase in license prices, sales of annual saltwater licenses in California fall by 
40,000 and 24,000 fewer 1-day licenses are sold. By requiring anglers to travel further, to 
put up with more crowding at the remaining places, or to receive a lesser quality 
experience while fishing secondary spots, closures represent a defacto price or cost 
increase. When the cost of fishing goes up, fewer people will fish. (Data source: 
http://www.asafishing.org/asa/statistics/reports/fishornot.html.) 
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Appendix A: Detailed Impacts Per Species and Mode for each Proposal 

 
  PROPOSAL 1 (by % value lost) PROPOSAL 2 (by % value lost) PROPOSAL 3 (by % value lost) 

  
Retail 

Sales ($) Jobs Sales ($) 
Value 

Added ($) 
Retail 

Sales ($) Jobs Sales 

Value 
Added 

($) 
Retail Sales 

($) Jobs Sales 
Value 

Added ($) 

    

Barracuda   

Shore/Pier 2,265,627 18 2,753,927 1,426,930 937,801 7 1,139,921 590,643 5,943,409 46 7,224,366 3,743,260 

Charter/Party 5,229,292 43 6,512,361 3,405,190 3,925,545 32 4,888,724 2,556,221 6,854,184 56 8,535,940 4,463,281 

Private vessel 3,194,225 24 3,867,461 1,993,965 2,514,144 19 3,044,042 1,569,431 4,297,405 32 5,203,155 2,682,615 

    

Bonito   

Shore/Pier 2,666,564 21 3,241,277 1,679,447 799,623 6 971,963 503,616 5,879,616 46 7,146,824 3,703,082 

Charter/Party   

Private vessel 2,258,204 17 2,734,158 1,409,663 1,581,557 12 1,914,897 987,272 3,109,779 23 3,765,216 1,941,250 

    

Ca. Halibut   

Shore/Pier 10,480,001 81 12,738,709 6,600,482 5,593,259 43 6,798,749 3,522,729 15,266,100 118 18,556,335 9,614,848 

Charter/Party 4,699,301 38 5,852,330 3,060,072 3,075,201 25 3,829,738 2,002,497 5,751,699 47 7,162,947 3,745,369 

Private vessel 3,883,991 29 4,702,607 2,424,545 2,196,008 16 2,658,853 1,370,837 4,879,478 36 5,907,909 3,045,968 

    

Calico Bass / Kelp bass   

Shore/Pier 9,003,245 70 10,943,675 5,670,396 4,107,850 32 4,993,197 2,587,194 17,884,438 139 21,738,992 11,263,922 

Charter/Party 8,145,624 66 10,144,250 5,304,236 5,820,252 47 7,248,321 3,790,009 10,286,498 84 12,810,413 6,698,322 

Private vessel 6,794,068 51 8,226,031 4,241,133 4,355,242 32 5,273,181 2,718,719 9,207,920 69 11,148,642 5,747,957 

    

Croaker   

Shore/Pier 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Charter/Party   

Private vessel 2,368,304 18 2,867,464 1,478,392 1,682,527 13 2,037,148 1,050,302 4,491,512 33 5,438,173 2,803,784 

    

Lingcod   

Charter/Party 197,790 2 240,419 124,572 160,515 1 195,110 101,095 226,366 2 275,154 142,569 

Private vessel   

    

Mackerels   

Shore/Pier 7,162,447 56 8,706,138 4,511,030 4,611,463 36 5,605,352 2,904,378 16,179,448 126 19,666,533 10,190,090 

Charter/Party   

Private vessel 4,449,951 33 5,387,852 2,777,840 3,014,495 22 3,649,851 1,881,770 5,297,414 39 6,413,932 3,306,861 

    

Rockfish   

Shore/Pier 2,608,806 20 3,171,070 1,643,070 975,956 8 1,186,300 614,674 5,993,773 47 7,285,584 3,774,980 

Charter/Party 10,762,567 88 13,403,291 7,008,326 8,888,508 72 11,069,410 5,787,984 12,227,451 99 15,227,602 7,962,224 

Private vessel 5,174,720 39 6,265,378 3,230,270 3,899,151 29 4,720,962 2,434,008 6,916,367 52 8,374,106 4,317,477 

    

Ca. Scorpionfish   

Shore/Pier   

Charter/Party 7,196,467 59 8,962,206 4,686,167 4,933,365 40 6,143,825 3,212,489 8,006,247 65 9,970,675 5,213,477 

Private vessel   

34
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Ca. Sheepshead   

Shore/Pier 3,388,168 26 4,118,404 2,133,925 1,101,977 9 1,339,481 694,044 3,736,027 29 4,541,236 2,353,013 

Charter/Party 12,264,124 100 15,273,273 7,986,105 6,528,343 53 8,130,150 4,251,101 12,034,178 98 14,986,908 7,836,369 

Private vessel 7,737,189 58 9,367,931 4,829,868 5,012,762 37 6,069,285 3,129,170 9,900,930 74 11,987,716 6,180,562 

    

Sand bass   

Shore/Pier 10,201,172 79 12,399,786 6,424,871 5,016,507 39 6,097,693 3,159,481 17,439,129 135 21,197,708 10,983,459 

Charter/Party 4,416,714 36 5,500,407 2,876,059 2,833,166 23 3,528,318 1,844,890 5,814,668 47 7,241,366 3,786,373 

Private vessel 2,349,791 18 2,845,048 1,466,835 1,061,336 8 1,285,031 662,529 4,012,291 30 4,857,949 2,504,635 

    

Surf perch   

Shore/Pier 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Charter/Party   

Private vessel 3,359,943 25 4,068,107 2,097,413 2,811,040 21 3,403,513 1,754,765 1,772,116 13 2,145,619 1,106,227 

    

Shark   

Shore/Pier 7,297,957 57 8,870,854 4,596,377 5,236,382 41 6,364,957 3,297,962 15,773,939 122 19,173,627 9,934,694 

Charter/Party 744,422 6 927,075 484,750 380,804 3 474,239 247,971 1,367,186 11 1,702,642 890,279 

Private vessel 2,511,024 19 3,040,264 1,567,483 2,724,298 20 3,298,490 1,700,618 5,408,470 40 6,548,395 3,376,186 

    

Whitefish   

Charter/Party 11,395,266 93 14,191,230 7,420,325 8,240,132 67 10,261,946 5,365,777 12,801,105 104 15,942,009 8,335,774 

    
White 
Seabass   

Shore/Pier 1,709,619 13 2,078,085 1,076,747 653,057 5 793,808 411,307 4,427,222 34 5,381,402 2,788,339 

Charter/Party 4,305,719 35 5,362,178 2,803,781 2,776,112 23 3,457,265 1,807,738 6,096,212 50 7,591,990 3,969,708 

Private vessel 5,084,644 38 6,156,317 3,174,041 2,560,108 19 3,099,693 1,598,123 9,353,838 70 11,325,316 5,839,046 

    

Yellowtail   

Charter/Party 105,721 1 128,506 66,585 46,573 0 56,611 29,333 214,968 2 261,299 135,390 

Private vessel 982,142 7 1,189,145 613,093 652,547 5 790,082 407,346 1,558,346 12 1,886,793 972,783 
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Appendix B: Relative Expenditures by Type of Recreation 
 

(Source: Outdoor Industries Association, 2006; American Sportfishing Association, 
2002) 

 
 
 
 

  Travel $$ Equipment $$ Participants 
Avg Travel 

$$/Year Avg Gear $$/Yr 
Fishing* $16,205,000,000 $6,416,000,000 32,900,000 $492.55 $195.02 

Paddle Sports* $11,778,000,000 $2,668,000,000 23,596,000 $499.15 $113.07 
Wildlife 
Viewing** $8,591,000,000 $8,845,000,000 66,100,000 $129.97 $133.81 

      
* Recognizing the varied data sources between these estimates and the relative sample sizes, statistical 
significance between the sportfishing and paddlesports estimates cannot be determined. It is unknown if these 
numbers are significantly different. The numbers used here are national numbers, and include all types of fishing 
and paddle sports. The relative cost differences to fish from boats along the California coast are expected to 
make the average fishing trip much more costly compared to the national average reported here. The cost to 
access the coast by kayaks may also differ from the national average. 

** The fishing and wildlife viewing estimates come from the same source and are statistically different and can be 
compared. 
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Responses to Comment Letter A47_ii 

Response to Comments A47_ii-1— A47_ii-6: The comments assume (1) that the 
emplacement of MPAs directly results in a reduction in fishing licenses, (2) that a reduction 
in license revenue necessarily translates into less funds for marine conservation and (3) that 
less marine conservation necessarily translates into adverse impacts on the marine 
environment. This reasoning is specious and constitutes unsubstantiated opinion. People stop 
buying fishing licenses for many reasons -- such as during times of recession – and there is 
no evidence that they will forgo an activity they love simply because a favorite fishing spot is 
part of a reserve. The MLPA Initiative itself is evidence that marine conservation activities 
can be funded from sources other than just fishing license revenue. (Coastside Fishing Club 
v. California Resources Agency (2008) 158 Cal.App.4th 1183.) The third assumption 
conflates cause and effect. The fact that more marine conversation efforts can help reduce 
adverse impacts to marine resources does not mean that a reduction in such efforts is itself an 
adverse impact. See also Master Response 3. 
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Responses to Comment Letter A54 

Response to Comment A54-1: Comment noted. See text provided in the preamble of 
this section on the 15-day extension that was granted by the Commission. No changes to the 
Draft EIR are required. 
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Responses to Comment Letter A56 

Response to Comment A56-1: Comment noted (personal background statement). No 
changes to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response to Comment A56-2: Comment noted. See text provided in the preamble of 
this section on the 15-day extension that was granted by the Commission. 

Response to Comment A56-3: Regarding displacement, see response to Comment 
A20_iii-1. Regarding inadequate time to get responses from members of Oceanside Angers 
Club, see response to comment A56-2. No changes to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response to Comment A56-4: See response to comment A56-2. 

Response to Comment A56-5: See response to comment A56-2. 
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From: Lia Protopapadakis <lprotopapadakis@santamonicabay.org>
To: "John Fischer (fgc@fgc.ca.gov)" <fgc@fgc.ca.gov>
CC: Shelley Luce <sluce@santamonicabay.org>
Date: 9/25/2010 3:11 PM
Subject: Possible extension of public review and comment for the DEIRregarding MPAs in the CA south coast study 
region pursuant to the MLPA
Attachments: SMBRC Governing Board Membership June 2010.pdf; SMBRC Resolution 09-05 re M

LPA Support.pdf; SMBRC CEQA Extension Letter - signed.pdf

Fish and Game Commissioners,

Please accept our comments on the proposed extension of public review and comment for the Draft Environmental Impact Review 
regarding Marine Protected Areas in the California South Coast Study Region pursuant to the Marine Life Protection Act of 1999.  
We would welcome an opportunity to discuss the contents of our letter in more detail.  Please call if you have any questions.

Attachments: 1) SMBRC CEQA Extension Letter, 2) SMBRC Governing Board Membership, 3) SMBRC Resolution Re: MPAs.
A hard copy with attachments are in the mail.  

Lia Protopapadakis
Marine Scientist and Project Manager
Santa Monica Bay Restoration Commission
310-216-9826
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Responses to Comment Letter A57_i 

Response to A57_i: The comment is a transmittal email for an accompanying 
comment letter. The email does not address the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR, and no 
response is required. 
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Responses to Comment Letter A57_ii 

Response to A57_ii: The letter consists of a list of members of the Santa Monica Bay 
Restoration Commission. The list does not contain information related to the content or 
adequacy of the Draft EIR. Comment noted. 
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Responses to Comment Letter A57_iii 

Response to Comments A57_iii-1 through A57_iii-8: Comment noted. 
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Responses to Comment Letter A57_iv 

Response to Comment A57_iv-1: Comment noted. See text provided in the 
preamble of this section on the 15-day extension that was granted by the Commission. 

Response to Comment A57_iv-2: Comment noted. 

Response to Comment A57_iv-3: Comment noted. 
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From: <vern@cal.net>
To: <jfischer@fgc.ca.gov>, <fgc@fgc.ca.gov>, <ashea@fgc.ca.gov>
Date: 9/26/2010 4:16 PM
Subject: Wed FGC Mtg_Public Comment Period
Attachments: Extend DEIR Comment_CFC_Sept2010.PDF

Jon & Adrianna - pls distribute the attached letter from the CA Fisheries
Coalition to the Commission members.
thanks,
Vern Goehring
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Responses to Comment Letter A59_i 

Response to A59_i: The comment is a transmittal email for an accompanying 
comment letter. The email does not address the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR, and no 
response is required. 
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Responses to Comment Letter A59_ii 

Response to Comment A59_ii-1: Comment noted. See text provided in the preamble 
of this section on the 15-day extension that was granted by the Commission. 

Response to Comment A59_ii-2: Comment noted. See text provided in the preamble 
of this section on the 15-day extension that was granted by the Commission. 

Response to Comment A59_ii-3: See Master Response 7. The environmental impact 
report for the South Coast Study Region has been prepared independently from the prior 
study region EIRs. 
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Responses to Comment Letter A69_i 

Response to A69_i: The comment is a transmittal email for an accompanying 
comment letter. The email does not address the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR, and no 
response is required. 
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3780 Kilroy Airport Way, Suite 600 
Long Beach, California 90806 

 
(562) 426-9551 
(562) 424-7489 

 
 
 
October 18, 2010  

MLPA South Coast CEQA 
Department of Fish and Game 
4665 Lampson, Suite C 
Los Alamitos, CA 90720 

SUBJECT: Comments on Marine Life Protection Act (MLPA) Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(DEIR) for Marine Protected Area (MPA) proposals covering the South Coast Study 
Region 

 

Dear Staff: 

 
Moffatt & Nichol (M&N) has been following the MLPA Initiative since its inception and supports 
the goals of this extensive project. M&N has had substantial involvement in creating regional 
sediment management plans for a number of California coastal areas and has also provided 
coastal engineering consultant services to a range of groups including the Coastal Sediment 
Management Workgroup (CSMW).   
 
In our letter of February 18th, 2009 we offered input on the Initiative focusing on the sand 
volume deficit existing along long reaches of the coast of the Southern California region. Having 
reviewed the DEIR, we are pleased to see that beach nourishment is recognized as an 
allowable activity in key areas. To that end, we respectfully submit the following comments. 
Proposed alternative or supplemental language is presented in italicized, bold type for ease of 
distinction.  
 
In Sections 3.5.40 (Swami’s SMCA) and 3.5.48 (Tijuana River Mouth SMCA) of the DEIR 
reference is made to beach nourishment and other sediment management activities as being 
allowable under the proposed regulations. In the aforementioned sections, the DEIR states: 
 

Proposed Modification of Other Regulated Activities: The proposed regulations 
would allow beach nourishment or other sediment management activities and operation 
and maintenance of artificial structures inside the conservation area pursuant to any 
required federal, state, and local permits, or as otherwise authorized by the Department. 
(pgs 3-39 and 3-44). 

 
M&N believes it is imperative for these sections and the DEIR as a whole to state that beach 
replenishment, dredging for beach replenishment, maintenance dredging of lagoon/wetland inlet 
flood shoal areas and associated beach/nearshore disposal, and ancillary activities associated 
with beach replenishment (including ongoing beach maintenance) are considered consistent 
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MLPA South Coast CEQA  
October 18, 2010 

Page 2 of 4 
 

 
with the goals of the MLPA designation.  
 
As it is currently written, the DEIR does not make it clear that these additional activities, 
particularly dredging for beach replenishment, are allowed. Specifically, dredging of sediment 
should be included in sections 3.5.40 and 3.5.48. There is also a concern that because the 
current wording does not explicitly include projects that could occur in the future, the document 
could be read to apply only to those projects with existing permits. Accordingly, the following 
wording is proposed: “…would allow beach nourishment, including the dredging and 
placement of sediment, or other sediment management activities (…) pursuant to any required 
federal, state and local permits for projects now and in the future, or as otherwise authorized 
by the Department.” Of the four boundary options identified for Swami’s SMCA (Section 3.5.40) 
M&N supports the inclusion of boundary option 2 in the Integrated Preferred Alternative. 
 
Similarly, in the Beach Nourishment section (section 6.4.2.2.1) beach nourishment activities 
could be expanded to ensure that the activities mentioned above are included, specifically 
dredging. The final paragraph of this section currently states: 
 

6.4.2.2.1 Beach Nourishment (final paragraph) 
The California Fish and Game Commission (Commission) does not have authority to 
permit or prohibit beach nourishment in the marine or estuarine environment and the 
MLPA cannot supersede otherwise lawful activities that are not within the authority of the 
Commission to regulate (Department 2009b). (page 6.4-10) 

 
The DEIR could be amended to state “…beach nourishment, including the dredging and 
placement of sediment, in the marine or estuarine environment…” Such language would allow 
for dredging activities to occur as an integral part of beach nourishment activities. 
 
Furthermore, there are a number of sites located within proposed MLPA areas which are 
experiencing severe beach erosion and which have been identified as requiring beach 
replenishment. One particular site is Broad Beach in Malibu located within the proposed Point 
Dume SMCA. Consequently, it is requested that under section 3.5.8 the following language be 
added: 
 

Proposed Modification of Other Regulated Activities: The proposed regulations 
would allow beach nourishment, including the dredging and placement of 
sediment, or other sediment management activities and operation and 
maintenance of artificial structures inside the conservation area pursuant to any 
required federal, state, and local permits for projects now and in the future, or as 
otherwise authorized by the Department.” 

 
Additionally, the DEIR should make it clear that agencies with permitting authority will continue 
now and in the future to issue permits under applicable laws. One example of where this issue 
could be further explained is Section 6.3.1 listed below. 
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Page 3 of 4 
 

 6.3.1 Regulatory Framework  
…there are existing activities and artificial structures such as wastewater outfalls, piers 
and jetties, maintenance dredging, and beach nourishment that occur throughout the 
south coast study region (SCSR). These activities are regulated by other federal, state, 
and local agencies, whose jurisdiction cannot be pre-empted through designation of 
Marine Protected Areas (MPAs) under Marine Life Protection Act (MLPA) of 1999. Of the 
35 MPAs in the proposed Project IPA regulation, 23 have been identified as having 
various existing activities regulated by other agencies. These activities are addressed 
within the proposed Project IPA regulations to explicitly allow these regulated activities to 
continue under current permits. 

 
The last sentence could be interpreted as applying only to projects currently permitted and 
excluding future projects involving regulated activities which are not yet permitted. We would 
propose the following wording alternative: “…to explicitly allow these regulated activities to 
continue under required permits for projects now and in the future.”  
 
Clarifying these important issues will eliminate any confusion that may arise in the future over 
ambiguous language and will provide consistency regardless of the options chosen by the Fish 
and Game Commission for the Integrated Preferred Alternative.  
 
Lastly, the attached overview map titled “Offshore Areas for Dredging to Obtain Sand in San 
Diego County” indicates those sandy bottomed areas that have been identified as being suitable 
sources of future beach nourishment material. There is concern that a number of these sites fall 
within SMCA’s. Offshore site SO-6 would fall within the Swami’s SMCA if boundary options 3 or 
4 were selected for the IPA. Similarly, site TP-1 would fall partially if not fully within the proposed 
San Diego-Scripps Coastal SMCA and SS-1 would fall within the Tijuana River Mouth SMCA. It 
is requested that the final EIR language permits dredging as a regulated activity in these areas.   
 
We are pleased to have had the opportunity to comment on the Marine Life Protection Act Draft 
Environmental Impact Report for Marine Protected Area proposals covering the South Coast 
Study Region. Should there be any questions or concerns regarding M&N’s comments on this 
project, please contact me at (562) 426-9551 or tmcmahon@moffattnichol.com. 

Sincerely, 

 
MOFFATT & NICHOL 

 
Tonia McMahon 
Coastal Permitting Specialist
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Offshore Areas for Dredging to Obtain Sand in San Diego County 
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Responses to Comment Letter A69_ii 

Response to Comment A69_ii-1: Comment noted. No changes to the Draft EIR are 
required. 

Response to Comment A69_ii-2: Existing activities that are regulated by other 
agencies are specifically exempted from the take restriction for MPA within the proposed 
Project IPA in subsections of 3.5 of the Draft EIR. Further, section 6.3.4 of the Draft EIR 
notes that “Pre-existing activities and artificial structures including but NOT limited to 
wastewater outfalls, piers and jetties, maintenance dredging, and beach nourishment occur 
throughout the heavily urbanized southern south coast study region. These are activities that 
may result in incidental take. However, these activities are regulated by other federal, state, 
and local agencies, whose jurisdiction cannot be pre-empted through designation of MPAs 
under MLPA. These activities are specified within the proposed MPA regulations to make 
explicit that these regulated activities are allowed to continue under current permits.” 
Department legal review of the issues of concern identified in the commenter’s letter indicate 
that activities noted by the commenter would be covered under the exemption language 
contained in Swami’s SMCA and Tijuana River Mouth SMCA. It should be noted, however, 
that in cases where a State Marine Reserve (SMR) is proposed over the area of activity, 
designation as a State Marine Conservation Area (SMCA) is more appropriate than an SMR 
due to the take associated with those activities, which conflicts with an SMR designation. 
Further, the Commission cannot predict what projects or activities may be proposed in the 
future at a given location and therefore only currently permitted activities have been included 
in the regulatory language for the proposed Project IPA. In the future, should a specific 
project be determined to result in take of marine species within an MPA, then at that time the 
Department could be approached for authorization of the incidental take or the Commission 
could be approached to ask for changes to the conflicting regulations. 

As noted throughout the Draft EIR, the California Fish and Game Commission 
(Commission) does not have authority to permit or prohibit beach nourishment in the marine 
or estuarine environment, and the MLPA cannot supersede otherwise lawful activities that 
are not within the authority of the Commission to regulate (Department 2009b). 

Response to Comment A69_ii-3: Comment noted. Comments suggesting changes to 
the proposed MPA network, rather than resulting environmental impacts of such changes, are 
addressed through the public comment and review period of the Initial Statement of Reasons 
for Regulatory Action, proposed for adoption December 15, 2010. No changes to the Draft 
EIR are required. 

Response to Comment A69_ii-4: See response to Comment A69_ii-2. 

Response to Comment A69_ii-5: Section 3.5.8 has been amended in the Final EIR 
to reflect the proposed regulation options in the ISOR. This option provides Beach 
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nourishment and other sediment management activities as allowed inside the conservation 
area pursuant to any required federal, state and local permits, or as otherwise authorized by 
the Department. See section 3.5.8 of the Final EIR. 

Response to Comment A69_ii-6: The commenter notes that the Draft EIR indicates 
that ongoing activities in areas proposed for MPAs are addressed within the proposed Project 
IPA regulations to explicitly allow these regulated activities to continue under permits. The 
commenter requests that language be added to the Draft EIR to indicate that future projects 
would be allowed to continue under the required permits. The Commission cannot speculate 
on the scope and impact of future projects. Should the commenter want to implement a future 
project, they must present that issue to the Commission when the entirety of the scope of the 
project is available for review. No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment A69_ii-7: See response to A69_ii-2. Additionally, San 
Diego-Scripps Coastal SMCA proposed Project IPA take regulations for this MPA under 
each option considered does include beach nourishment or other sediment management 
activities. It should be noted that regulations are promulgated by the Fish and Game 
Commission under the control of the California Administrative Procedures Act. CEQA is 
intended to aid the Commission in its rulemaking function but is not a substitute for the act or 
the rulemaking function of the Fish and Game Commission. Comments suggesting changes 
to the proposed MPA network, rather than resulting environmental impacts of such changes, 
are addressed through the public comment and review period of the Initial Statement of 
Reasons for Regulatory Action, proposed for adoption December 15, 2010. 
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RECREATIONAL FISHING ALLIANCE 
National Headquarters 

P.O. Box 3080 
New Gretna, New Jersey 08224 

Phone: (888) 564-6732 
Fax: (609) 294-3816 

 

Northern California State Chapter 
Phone: (707) 964-8326 

 

Southern California State Chapter 
Phone: (818) 921-3805 

 
 
MLPA South Coast CEQA      October 19, 2010 

California Dept. Fish and Game Marine Region 
4665 Lampson Avenue, Suite C 

Los Alamitos, CA 90720 
 
Sent Via Email: MLPAComments@dfg.ca.gov 
 
To whom it may concern: 
 
We are writing to you on behalf of the California Chapters of the Recreational Fishing Alliance, our 
board of directors, our regional advisory councils, affiliated clubs and organizations throughout the 
state as well as our affiliated tackle shops, sport boat operators and general membership. Many of us 
have been constructively involved in one capacity or another with the MLPA process from the 
outset, including the current MLPA Initiative.  
 
The South Coast MLPA Draft Environmental Impact Report is a deeply flawed, hastily 
drafted and incomplete document that we believe must be rewritten and reissued in order to 
be more complete and accurate. 
 
In particular, the DEIR does not include essential documents from the scoping process and fails 
completely to identify many of the issues raised during the July 23, 2010 scoping meeting in oral 
and written comments. Not only does the DEIR lack a comprehensive scoping report, but it also 
fails to contain any of the documents essential to a comprehensive analysis, such as the 
stenographer’s transcript of oral testimony during that meeting and written comments submitted 
during and outside of the scoping meeting. Those folks who attended that meeting were assured that 
all of their testimony submitted on the day—both written and oral--would be contained in the DEIR 
for additional review during the DEIR public comment period. That simply did not happen. 
 
In fact, it appears as though the DEIR was completed before scoping and simply ignored 
identifying any new issues raised during the scoping process. This is reason enough to issue a 
revised DEIR before proceeding with additional CEQA analysis.  
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THE RECREATIONAL FISHING ALLIANCE PAGE 2 
 
 
 
We do want to put special emphasis on what we believe to be perhaps the greatest source of 
potential negative impacts of the South Coast MLPA MPA project. Simply stated, the Department 
lacks the fiscal and staff resources at present to deal with a full complement of new MPAs in a 
manner that is responsive to the overarching requirement of the MLPA that mandates the highest 
regard to adaptive management, monitoring, evaluation and enforcement. 
 
The Department needs to make a detailed evaluation of the effects of these massive fiscal and staff 
shortfalls created by the MLPA and analyze the effect this will have on all the other 
environmentally urgent programs in which the Department is engaged. This monetary and staff 
shortage will certainly adversely impact the environment in the near future and must be identified 
and addressed. 
 
This is a very easy problem to state, but one that is extremely difficult to quantify. We believe it is 
the most important issue that the MLPA environmental review and CEQA analysis must address 
with extreme thoroughness, even if it means a complete inventory of all the programs that the 
Department administers. Should the South Coast MLPA MPA project be implemented in a manner 
that is not mindful and cautious of Department resources, the MLPA Initiative will fail to 
accomplish the goals of the Act and the negative impacts upon many of the Department’s activities 
will be severe. 
 
It isn’t sufficient to merely point out negative impacts, but it behooves those of us who 
comment to suggest possible mitigation. In that regard, RFA recommends that very serious 
consideration be given to a gradual phased implementation of any and all new MPAs. Not 
only is this approach contemplated in the MLPA, but also it is scientifically sound.  It may be 
the only means possible for the Department to stretch its available resources to minimize 
profound negative impacts and successfully implement the Act in a truly effective manner. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Jim Martin 
West Coast Regional Director 
Recreational Fishing Alliance 
(707) 964-8326 office 
(707) 357-3422 cell 
P.O. Box 2420 
Fort Bragg, CA 95437 
Email: flatland@mcn.org 
 
 
 

 

 
Joel Greenberg, Chairman 
RFA SoCal 
5341 Wilkinson Avenue #2 
Valley Village, CA 91607 
(818) 921-3805 
Cell: (818) 384-4815 
Email: rfacer@ix.netcom.com
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Responses to Comment Letter A78_ii 

Response to Comment A78_ii-1: The comment asserts that the Draft EIR failed to 
include essential documents from the scoping process and failed to address many of the oral 
and written comments raised during scoping. The CEQA statute and the State CEQA 
Guidelines do not require that a scoping meeting transcript be included in a Draft EIR; 
however, a copy of the transcript is available upon request, as noted in the Draft EIR. The 
comment does not provide details concerning the exact issues the commenter believes were 
omitted from the Draft EIR; and a detailed response is therefore not possible. Oral and 
written comments received during the scoping process were considered during preparation of 
the Draft EIR. See also responses A09-1 and A35_ii-4. 

Response to Comment A78_ii-2: See Master Response 1. No changes to the Draft 
EIR are required. 
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Responses to Comment Letter A79_ii 

Response to Comment A79_ii-(2nd paragraph): This comment argues that 
sufficient data are available to enable a quantitative analysis of the effects on recreational 
fishing vessel activity, in a manner similar to that performed for commercial and CPFV 
activity. 2007 California Recreational Fishing Survey data, as summarized in the SCSR 
Regional Profile Report, was reviewed for this analysis. The Department provided other data 
bases for the commercial and CPFV analyses performed. In addition, on-line sites such as 
MarineMap were reviewed and the Ecotrust (2010) report prepared for the SCSR MPAs was 
reviewed. Although data regarding the numbers and harbor locations of recreational fishing 
vessels are available and detailed mapping of the locations and relative productivity of 
recreational fishing grounds is also available, the information reviewed did not include logs 
or specific fishing locations for recreational trips. One could assume that all recreational 
fishing vessel trips travel from their origin point to the nearest fishing ground, in which case 
the proposed MPAs would have virtually no effect since they are generally located over areas 
that are less productive for recreational fishing and at greater distances from harbors. If one 
assumes that recreational fishing vessels currently travel to these relatively more distant and 
less productive fishing areas, then the effect of the project might be a reduction in 
recreational fishing vessel travel distances if fishermen choose to use closer areas. In any 
event, there is a high level of uncertainty in any such analysis, and there are clearly offsetting 
possible outcomes. For this reason and others, the EIR discussion did not attempt to quantify 
the effects on recreational fishing behavior. 

The comment also objects to the statement in the Draft EIR that noted “…even if the 
recreational fleet doubled the number of trips and hours of the commercial fleet…” The text 
of the Final EIR has been revised to delete this sentence because it was confusing and 
numerically inaccurate. This change does not alter the analysis or conclusion presented in the 
EIR. 

Response to Comment Letter A79_ii-1: Several comments contend that the EIR 
impermissibly piecemeals the project and so avoids discussing the full impacts of the project. 
The comments base this on the MLPA goal “to ensure that the state’s MPAs are designed and 
managed, to the extent possible, as a network.” (Fish & G. Code §2853(b)(6).) At the outset, 
the Commission notes that by its own terms this language is qualified by the phrase “to the 
extent possible,” which necessarily contemplates that more than one network might be 
necessary. Indeed, the MLPA itself distinguishes “biogeographical regions” (Fish & G. Code 
§2852(b)) which were subsequently refined into sub-regions in the MLPA process to better 
effectuate the purposes of the act. More importantly, the MLPA expressly contemplates the 
development of “alternative networks of MPAs, including marine life reserves in each 
biogeographical region…” (Fish & G. Code §2856(a)(2)(D).) Further, in upholding the 
validity of the Memorandum of Understanding creating the MLPA Initiative, the court found 
that the agreement to prepare the MPA master plan in phases was a lawful consideration. 
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(Coastside Fishing Club v. California Resources Agency (2008) 158 Cal.App.4th 1183, 
1194.) Accordingly, the EIR properly addresses only the South Coast and does not constitute 
piecemealing. 

Though use of programmatic EIRs can be advantageous in certain circumstances, in this case 
project specific information and design criteria were established, and the use of a project 
specific EIR is appropriate. The MLPA mandates and the Commission has implemented a 
phased approach to the development of MPA projects over the entire coast. The guiding 
document coordinating this statewide MPA development is the Master Plan adopted by the 
Commission. 

Response to Comment A79_ii-2: The Draft EIR has presented reasoning why 
aesthetic impacts have been dismissed from consideration (see Draft EIR Section 4.1). The 
Commenter has provided unsubstantiated narrative or opinion, and the Commission is unable 
to address this comment or why aesthetic impacts should be included in the Final EIR. The 
commenter’s assertion that agricultural impacts should have been analyzed is speculative and 
there is no basis in fact or opinion to conclude that MPAs will impact agricultural discharges 
subject to regulation by other governmental bodies and that are located outside of the SCSR. 
The Commission is aware that the proposed Project IPA may have adverse economic effects 
on fishing related business. However the commenter provides no information on how 
economic effects from the proposed Project IPA would result in significant adverse effects to 
housing or where these effects may be felt within the SCSR. See also, Master Response 3. 

Response to Comment A79_ii-3: Section 5.0 has been revised to clarify the 
information present and the analysis required under CEQA. See Master Response 3. The 
comments assume (1) that the placement of MPAs directly results in a reduction in fishing 
licenses, (2) that a reduction in license revenue necessarily translates into less funds for 
marine conservation and (3) that less marine conservation necessarily translates into adverse 
impacts on the marine environment. This reasoning is specious and constitutes 
unsubstantiated opinion. People stop buying fishing licenses for many reasons - such as 
during times of recession – and there is no evidence that they will forgo an activity they love 
simply because a favorite fishing spot is part of a reserve. The MLPA Initiative itself is 
evidence that marine conservation activities can be funded from sources other than just 
fishing license revenue. (Coastside Fishing Club v. California Resources Agency (2008) 158 
Cal.App.4th 1183.) The third assumption conflates cause and effect. The fact that more 
marine conservation efforts can help reduce adverse impacts to marine resources does not 
mean that a reduction in such efforts is itself an adverse impact. Though the commenter has 
posed that there are indirect environmental impacts associated with the economic impacts of 
MPAs, the commenter provides no specific indirect impacts that have not already been 
analyzed as part of the Draft EIR. The commenter correctly notes that the CEQA guidelines 
were used as appropriate and modified when necessary to identify environmental impacts of 
the proposed Project. 
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Response to Comment A79_ii-4: See response to Comment A13-31 and Master 
Response 9. 

Response to Comment A79_ii-5: The comment is speculative and mischaracterized 
the contents of the Draft EIR. Currently operating or permitted facility impacts have been 
reviewed in the Draft EIR. Most of the MPAs proposed allow continued operation of existing 
facilities under valid state or federal permits. The continued operation of these facilities and 
any re-permitting of these facilities is implied in the exemption and changes in permit 
conditions would be allowed under the proposed Project IPA proposed regulatory language. 
The decision to re-permit any existing facilities does not lie with the Commission, but rather 
with other governmental agencies and the facility operator. Potential future facilities or 
operations that may occur and that are without sufficient detail to allow full and adequate 
analysis in the Draft EIR have not been analyzed. Should these future projects be developed, 
then any impacts to these projects will need to be determined and mitigated at that time in 
which the detail of the project and related impacts are ascertainable. Future unascertained 
projects are inherently speculative and have not been covered in this Draft EIR but would 
need to be addressed in future regulatory actions. 

The Commission has identified impacts that may be expected to occur from 
implementation of the proposed Project IPA. The proposed Project IPA recommends 
measures to avoid or fully mitigate any impacts that are inconsistent with the goals and 
guidelines of the MLPA. (FGC §2862.) Comment mischaracterizes adaptive management. 
(See §2852(a)). See also response to comment A31_ii-2. 

Response to Comment A79_ii-6: Displacement is not expected to increase the use of 
adjacent areas such that substantial physical deterioration of existing facilities would occur 
that would require the construction or expansion of these existing facilities. Commenter has 
failed to identify how the Draft EIR conclusions are incorrect or should be corrected, or 
provide evidence supporting their assertions. See also responses to comments A95_ii-47 and 
61. 

The commenter mischaracterizes the data. The number cited as “boat trips” in the 
commenter’s letter is actually angler days and does not represent boat trips. The assumption 
used to calculate reasonable worst case scenarios for CPFV and commercial trips was 
reasonable and based on readily available and appropriate information. No such information 
was available to determine recreational boat trips. Information on shore-based angler travel 
patterns is also not available (CEQA Guidelines §15204(a)). Recreational vessels generally 
use less polluting gasoline engines rather than the diesel engines typically used by the CPFV 
and commercial fleet. However, even if the recreational fleet was using diesel engines and 
even if the total numbers of trips of this hypothetical diesel powered recreational fleet was 
equal in magnitude to the recreational fleet, the air impacts of all vessels combined 
(commercial, CPFV and recreational vessels) would still be significantly less than Air 
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Quality Management District thresholds and emission from the recreation fleet are expected 
to be less than significant. The commenter correctly notes that emissions expected to occur 
regardless of the current proposed Project IPA were not included in the current emissions 
estimates. See also response to comment A95_ii-67. 

Response to Comment A79_ii-7: The Draft EIR accurately presents conclusions 
reached during the design phase. Reevaluation of the benefits of the proposed Project IPA 
was not conducted during the CEQA analysis. CEQA requires the analysis of the direct and 
indirect adverse physical environmental impacts of implementing the proposed Project IPA 
or alternatives. 

Response to Comment A79_ii-8: The Commission is tasked with modifying the 
current set of MPAs to create a network, the total benefits of which outweigh the sum of each 
MPA’s individual benefits. As such, certain MPAs were designated for elimination or a 
reduction in regulation in order to achieve the goals and objectives of the MLPA. Where 
existing MPAs have been proposed for deletion adverse physical environmental impacts of 
these decisions have been analyzed. 

Response to Comment A79_ii-9: The Commission disagrees with the assertions 
presented in this comment. The Commission concurs with the assertions presented in 
Comment C10_iii-2. 

Response to Comment A79_ii-10: The comparison of alternatives is adequate. 
Comment noted. 

Response to Comment A79_ii-11: The commenter is not using the correct standard 
under CEQA. The commenter is asserting the conclusions of the design phase as the 
appropriate conclusion for the Draft EIR. The Commission disagrees with the commenter’s 
conclusion that an environmentally superior alternative must be identified. As noted in Draft 
EIR Section 10, p. 10.1-1, “Where the No Project alternative is environmentally superior to 
the other alternatives considered, the lead agency must also identify an environmentally 
superior alternative among the other alternatives (State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.6(e)(2)).” An environmentally superior alternative is not identified in the Draft EIR 
because the No Project alternative is not environmentally superior to the other alternatives 
considered (see Draft EIR sec. 10.5). In this study region the Commission has opted not to 
identify an environmentally superior alternative. No changes to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response to Comment A79_ii-12: Comment noted. 
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Responses to Comment Letter A79_iii 

Response to Comment A79_iii-1: The commenter provides a copy of a paper titled. 
“Interaction Between Poaching And Management Policy Affect Marine Reserves As 
Conservation Tools.” This study was included in the scientific information used in the design 
of the proposed Project IPA. See http://www.dfg.ca.gov/mlpa/science1.asp. The document 
does not contain comment on the adequacy of the Draft EIR. No response necessary. 
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Department of Fish and Game
MLPA South Coast CEQA
California Department of Fish and Game
4665 Lampson, Suite C
Los Alamitos, CA 90720

To Whom It May Concern:

Subject: CEQA Comments

I am Joe Exline a member of Fisheries Information Network that has been
actively participating in the South Coast MPLA process. I appreciate the opportunity to
comment on the contents of the Draft EIR produced by the Department and hope my
comments aid in the creation of the Final EIR. In addition I submitted scoping comments
prior to the creation of this document which I have included for reference at the end.

Section 5: Consumptive Uses of Living Marine Resource Products

This section documents the affect on commercial fisheries by area and value
based on the Ecotrust report. It does not address the area and associated “relative
value” of recreational fishing. Recreational fishing is outlined in the same report and
constitutes a much higher number of participants as indicated by the number or
recreational fishing permits issued in comparison with the number of commercial permits
issued by the Department. Information from the same report is available for the relative
number of recreational participants that would be displaced should be included in this
section for the purpose of disclosure as they also are part of the consumptive use of
living marine resources.

Section 6: Physical Resources

In section 6.1.3 the document only mentions extended vessel trips as a source of
air pollution and greenhouse gases. In my scoping comments I raised the point that
shore based trips far outnumber the vessel trips made for marine fishing. Information on
potential displacement of shore based anglers and that effect on air quality should also
be included in this report. For example the document states the population density of
Orange County is over 3,600 people per square mile. The coastline from Abalone Point
(North Laguna) to Dana Point is approximately 12 miles and has 35 public access
points. The IPA Laguna Option 1 restricts or limits fishing at 31 of those access points
for shore based fishermen. Crystal Cove to the north limits access to day use only.
Displaced shore based fishermen will have to travel via car to another area with similar
fishing opportunities such as Palos Verdes or San Clemente. This information should be
included as an impact to air quality. The document has examples of this displacement
on page 8.6-9.

In section 6.1.3.1.2 it mentions recreational vessels would not travel farther to
reach fishing grounds. However if the MPA in south La Jolla is implemented as
proposed with option 3 the area between La Jolla and Mission bay would be enclosed in
a no take reserve. This would cause fishing vessels leaving Mission Bay to traverse this
area to reach a suitable kelp fishing area north of the closure. The percentage of fishing
vessels according to the report is 68.7% of the total number of vessels in Mission Bay is
used for fishing. A substantial number of these local trips are made to the La Jolla Kelp
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Beds as shown in a study by UCSD showing the number of vessels fishing the kelp beds
which was submitted as public comment during the RSG process. Information should be
included in combining information from the UCSD report on the increased trip distance
for vessels indicated as fishing in the proposed closure area.

Section 7: Biological Resources
On page 7-79 it mentions how creation of MPA area would decrease the

interaction between fishermen and harbor seals. It should be discussed that the
adoption of the North La Jolla and South La Jolla MPA areas could result in
consolidating fishing efforts in the area adjacent to Children’s Pool (Casa Beach) which
the City of San Diego is proposing as a Marine Mammal Viewing site and the only
recognized Harbor Seal haul-out in the area. Displacement of fishermen into this
smaller area will undoubtedly cause conflict and more interaction with Harbor Seals that
are estimated at a population of over 200 seals. The MPA placement in this scenario it
too far from Casa Beach for foraging seals and compaction of fishing effort of all types
recreational (Boat, Dive, and Kayak), CPFV, and commercial in this area will lead to
more interaction.

Section 8: Social Resources
On page 8.2-20 it states vessels can travel through MPA areas and therefore no

additional time or impact would be required in an emergency situation. It is my
understanding that if an MPA is designated as an SMR such as in Laguna, Malibu, and
La Jolla that extracting or harming marine life is not allowed unless under a research
permit. This by the strictest sense would infer that access via a vehicle along a sandy
beach would be possibly not allowed due to harm it could cause animals living in the
sand. Most emergency vehicles travel on the solid sand which is below the mean high
tide which would place them in the area of the MPA. Also placement and positioning of
movable lifeguard stations is also performed on the hard sand which could also harm
marine life and possibly even extract living and geological resources as they are towed
through an area designated as a reserve. Information about this possibility should also
be disclosed in this section.

In section 8.3.3.2 there is mention of increasing the use of neighboring parks or
recreational facilities. I mentioned above the Laguna SMR/SMCA option 1 will
effectively remove shore based fishing from 31 of 35 public access points along a 12
mile stretch of coastline in the most populated county in the region. This will have an
effect on the remaining 4 access points and infrastructure associated with them. This is
not mentioned in the report and should be taken into consideration. Similar impacts will
be realized in the La Jolla region where displaced shore based kayakers, divers, and
fishermen are forced from the areas that have the most access (La Jolla) to areas with
less access (Point Loma). This should also be indicated in the analysis.

Section 9: Cumulative Impacts

In my scoping comments I mentioned current projects such as the I-5 widening
and the double tracking of railway as potential projects that could be affected by this
project. These could be affected by allowed uses and restrictions on uses over
estuaries these projects will affect and/or mitigation these projects have proposed. In
addition a project to move the mouth of the San Elijo Lagoon may be impacted by this
project. These projects and the potential impacts of designating estuaries these projects
will interact with should be mentioned in this section.

188

Sarah
Line

Sarah
Text Box
A80_ii-3

Sarah
Line

Sarah
Text Box
A80_ii-4

Sarah
Line

Sarah
Text Box
A80_ii-5

Sarah
Line

Sarah
Text Box
A80_ii-6

Sarah
Line

Sarah
Text Box
A80_ii-7



Section 10: Alternatives

In section 10.2.3.8 it mentions law enforcement needs would be similar to the
proposed project. However in section 8.2.2.2 under factors influencing enforcement the
number of access points and distance from heavily used areas is mentioned. It should
be noted that alternative 2 particularly in Malibu, Laguna, and La Jolla (Point Loma)
places areas as to have less public access points and further from heavily used areas.
This is indicated in the recreational area value information provided by Ecotrust and by
comparison the IPA covers 31 of 35 access points open along the Orange County
coastline were as Alternative 2 only covers 16 of 35 access points. Similar results are
seen when comparing La Jolla areas proposed in the IPA to Point Loma areas proposed
in Alternative 2. By this measure Alternative 2 should be mentioned as performing better
than the IPA.

In section 10.3.2.11 it refers to Alternative 1 these references should be to
Alternative 2.

In Environmental Justice comparisons for all the alternatives it mentions public
transit is readily available. It leads one to believe a person can just jump on a bus or
train and go somewhere else to fish if the area by where they reside is designated as a
no take area. I believe this assumption to be false in that different fishing methods
require equipment that may not be allowed on public transit. I called the transit
authorities on Santa Barbara, Ventura, Los Angles, Orange, and San Diego counties
asking if certain equipment used for fishing can be taken on their buses. Fishing
activities and equipment required for those activities vary depending on the
mode/location the angler is taking part in the activity. Examples are pier fishing requires
minimal equipment a bucket and rods generally under 7 feet in length. Kayak fishing
requires a kayak, life vests, electronic equipment, tackle, and rods generally under 8 feet
in length. Diving can include compressed air (scuba) tank, spear guns, pole spears, and
fins. Surf fishing requires a bucket/tackle box, and poles generally in excess of 8 feet.
When asked if the following items could be taken on the bus some of the answers were
no (Highlighted). This is reflected in some published policies on the transit websites
also.
Kayaks (capable of ocean fishing generally over 8 feet in length)
Compressed air tanks (SCUBA gear)
Spear guns or pole spears (Rubber banded cross bow types or 5 – 6 feet sharp pointed
poles with elastic bands attached)
Fishing tackle boxes (containing hooks, scented gels, knives and other tackle)
Fishing rods/poles 6 feet in length or shorter
Fishing rods/poles 6-8 feet in length
Fishing rods/poles longer than 8 feet in length
Diving fins
Hoop/bait nets (32-36 diameter round nets that are non collapsible)
Daily catch (Fish or invertebrates (lobster, crab, urchin) and would there be size
limitations? (Could one take a 30 lb fish on the vehicle if one was caught?)

The document should be more specific in this area as all fishing methods are not treated
equally. In my scoping comments I mentioned the residents of Paradise Cove Trailer
Park in Malibu. Most of the fishing that occurs from this private access is kayaking and
diving in the lee of Point Dume which is to be a no take reserve in the IPA.
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Thank you for the opportunity to comment please feel free to contact me with any
additional information needed.

Joe Exline
1402 Andorra Ct
Vista, CA 92081
(760) 597-1353
jexline1@roadrunner.com
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SCOPING COMMENTS

August 3, 2010

MLPA SCSR DEIR
Department of Fish and Game
South Coast MLPA Office
4665 Lampson, Suite C
Los Alamitos, CA 90720
Attention: Thomas Napoli

To Whom It May Concern:

SUBJECT: SCOPING COMMENTS ON SOUTH COAST REGION

I am Joe Exline a recreational fisherman, and board member of Oceanside Anglers
Club with over 250 members. I am thankful for the opportunity to comment on what I
feel is important to include in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) on the
South Coast Marine Protected areas. I would like all five alternatives; the Preferred
Proposal, the three stakeholder alternatives, and the no action alternative evaluated
in the DEIR on the subjects I enclose in this letter. I would like the see the DEIR
contain the following:

The Science Advisory Team (SAT) created a list of species likely to benefit from the
creation of MPAs. They also created a list of habitats which should be included in
MPAs. They did not provide which species were likely to be in which habitat. I would
like to see a discussion in the DEIR on which species listed as likely to benefit is
protected by protecting each of the habitat types (sandy beaches, rocky shores,
shallow rocky reef < 30 meters, shallow soft < 30 meters, kelp, rocky reef 30 to 100
meters, soft bottom 30 to 100 meters, rocky reef > 100 meters, soft 100 to 200
meters, soft > 200 meters, tidal flats, estuarine, surfgrass, and eelgrass).

The SAT also divided the region into five geographic areas based on oceanography
and the species that inhabited that area. Since habitat is not evenly distributed in the
study region the different proposals cover different percentages of the SAT evaluated
habitats listed above in each region. I would like to see a discussion in the DEIR on
possible over fishing impacts due to compaction of fishing efforts for the remaining
open habitats; assuming fishing activities remain consistent or increase.

Most fishing by the less economically advantaged peoples is performed from the
shoreline where access is provided to the public and easily accessible. Areas with
sufficient parking next to these areas or close to public transportation resources are
also important to these individuals. I would like to see a discussion on how each of
the proposals impacts extractive recreation from coastal access points for these
individuals. This discussion should include information on the impact to the public
using Zuma Beach and residents using the private access point in Paradise Cove
Trailer Park in Malibu.
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Shoreline based extractive diving activities such as spear fishing, scallop collecting,
and lobster harvesting are enjoyed by a large number of the public in this area;
especially lobsters. Public access facilities such as stairs, sidewalks, loading areas
(for tanks), and parking are used in pursuit of these diving opportunities. The
creation of an MPA area could cause displacement of these activities to areas left
available for fishing. This displacement could be greater than just the distance to the
open area for fishing to an area of similar habitat within a diver’s range from shore. I
would like to see a discussion on the impacts to traffic, noise, greenhouse gas
emission, and possible facilities overload the different proposals would have along
the Laguna coastline. Between Newport and Dana Point there are 30+ public access
points of varying difficulties now available to extractive users (those lobster guys).
Some parking at Crystal Cove is only available during daylight hours. Proximity of
rocky shore and rocky reef makes diving very popular in this area and lateral access
is limited. The proposed project would remove 20+ of these access points to
extractive users. They would have to travel long distances to find comparable
conditions this impact should be discussed.

Caltrans has released a DEIR on widening the I-5 Interstate in North San Diego
County. The DEIR can be found at http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist11/Env_docs/I-
5NCCDraft.html In this document it discusses activities such as mitigation by creating
more wetlands in certain estuaries in San Diego. It also contains information or
widening bridges using dredges, pilings, and rip rap. This project could potentially
cause the boundary in Batiguitos Lagoon to have to change lat/long. I would like to
see a discussion on how the I-5 widening project could/will affect the estuarine State
Marine Reserve (SMR) designations for all proposals in the project area. Included
should be a discussion on if the activity required to build a bridge is compatible with a
designation of SMR. There is also another project to “double track” the train tracks in
the same area which should have similar discussion.

In San Diego the most popular local recreation fishing area for vessel owners or
CPFV captains is La Jolla. Most of these fishing vessels leave from Mission Bay,
some from San Diego, and on a good weekend are densely packed in around the La
Jolla area. Some proposals create no fishing areas in South and North La Jolla while
others are in Point Loma. I would like to see a discussion on the number/percentage
of vessels leaving from Mission Bay go to either Point Loma or La Jolla to fish.
Information on how many motorized vessels transverse South La Jolla areas
proposed as compared to the Point Loma one should be included to establish which
area meets the goal of less human impact in important. An in depth discussion of
compaction of fishing effort of all types (diving, vessel, kayak, shore angling) in the La
Jolla area should include impacts from increased vessel distance to reach other side
of closure from port, safety to fisherman from compaction, and possible over fishing
of area left open.

The preferred project contains a closure in Encinitas at Swami’s. This area is
extremely important to the lobster fishermen based in Oceanside Harbor. Lobster is
the top economic commercial fishing revenue by far in this port. The DEIR should
discuss the possible consequences of displacing this fishing effort. These could
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include traveling further burning more fuel, or leaving the Harbor altogether causing
difficulties for the City of Oceanside to maintain the commercial resources for other
fishermen.

Urban runoff and untreated sewage are potential issues that could affect the
performance of an MPA. I believe a discussion on the impact the Tijuana River
runoff and sewage spills could have on the effectiveness of an MPA in that area
should be included. In addition the inclusion of the Orange County outfall in some of
the proposals and the affect that could have on the effectiveness should be
discussed.

Displacement of shore based anglers and possible relocation of vessel traffic/docking
areas could have an effect of shifting the location of facilities to accommodate those
users. The DEIR should discuss the possible need for new facilities (access points,
parking lots, dock space, and public transit) for the expected effort shift of each
proposal.

Sincerely,

Joe Exline
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SOUTH COAST MARINE PROTECTED AREAS PROJECT 
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

 

P:\28907149 RLFF South Coast MPA EIR\600 DLVR\601 - URS Prepared\__FEIR 11-2010\`Vol 4` Comments and Responses\Responses\05_Organizations Responses Compiled.doc 7979 

Responses to Comment Letter A80_ii 

Response to Comment A80_ii-1: Please see Master Response 3. 

Response to Comment A80_ii-2: The comment requests additional analysis of 
recreational fishing terrestrial traffic changes that may be caused by displacing fishing effort 
from public access. Changes in Recreational Vessel Use are addressed in the response to 
Comment A89_ii-18(j). See also Master Response 10 and response to Comment A20_iii-1. 

Response to Comment A80_ii-3: Providing a sample of recreational fishing vessel 
travel distances would not significantly alter the analysis provided in the Draft EIR. The 
analysis presented in the Draft EIR accedes that travel distances for recreational fisherman 
may increase; however, as explained in Section 6.1.3.3 (Criterion Air-3), increased travel 
distances are not expected to have a significant adverse environmental impact, therefore No 
changes to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response to comment A80_ii-4: The commenter suggests that the proposed Project 
IPA would lead to concentration of fishing efforts near a seal haul-out area due to 
displacement from the South La Jolla MPAs. (The Commission interprets the commenter’s 
reference to the “North La Jolla and South La Jolla MPA areas,” to refer to the San Diego – 
Scripps Coastal SMCA, the Matlahuayl SMR, the South La Jolla SMCA, and the South La 
Jolla SMR, as there is no MPA named North La Jolla proposed in the IPA or any of the 
alternative proposals evaluated in the Draft EIR.) As described by the commenter, the beach 
at Children’s Pool and Seal Rock are known marine mammal haul-out areas located between 
these MPAs. Although the proposed Project would foreseeably result in some concentration 
of fishing efforts in the area off Point La Jolla, between the Matlahuayl and South La Jolla 
MPAs, it is not clear that this increase would substantially affect the incidence of interactions 
between harbor seals and persons engaged in boat-based fishing, due to the limited size and 
coastal location of the sites. Additionally, consumptive users of all types are required to 
comply with the Marine Mammal Protection Act, which prohibits harassment of marine 
mammals, including harbor seals. Entry into the Seal Rock Marine Mammal Reserve, an area 
designated by the City of San Diego around Seal Rock to protect the haul out area there, is 
explicitly contingent on compliance with the MMPA and state laws and regulations. At 
Children’s Pool, an artificial breakwater structure prevents larger (keeled) boats from coming 
near the beach where seals haul out. Considering these facts, it is unlikely that the proposed 
regulatory changes would result in adverse impacts to sea lions at Seal Rock and the beach at 
Children’s Pool. 

Response to Comment A80_ii-5: Regarding the effects of lifeguard stands, CEQA 
requires an analysis of the proposed project’s impacts on the existing environment and does 
not require an analysis of the impacts that the existing environment may pose to the proposed 
project or its ultimate success. The assertion that most emergency vehicles are driven below 
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the mean high tide line is unsubstantiated. Provided that emergency vehicles are driven above 
the mean high tide line, this activity will not be within the MPA boundaries. For further 
information on emergency response, see Master Response 9. 

Response to Comment A80_ii-6: Comment noted. See response to Comment 
A20_iii-1. 

Response to Comment A80_ii-7: See response to Comment A72_ii-2. 

Response to Comment A80_ii-8: The commenter disagrees with the assessment of 
law enforcement impacts for the alternatives. The assessment of alternatives does indicate 
differences in the size and location of the MPAs. However, the assessment is based on the 
creation of “substantial difference” in the alternatives. One alternative can perform better 
without there being a substantial difference. Furthermore, the number of shoreside access 
points is only one of several criteria affecting the enforceability of MPAs. See response to 
comment A13-31 and Master Response 9. No changes to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response to comment A80_ii-9: The commenter suggests an editorial change that 
would not affect the meaning or adequacy of the Draft EIR. The text in question has been 
revised to correct this typographical error. 

Response to comment A80_ii-10: Analysis of the extent to which a minority or low-
income person is inconvenienced by emplacement of Marine Protected Areas is not required 
by CEQA. See Master Response. 

Including a discussion of the various types of gear and whether they are allowed on 
public transit would not would not fundamentally alter the impact analysis in the Draft EIR; 
therefore, no changes to the Draft EIR are required. 
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October 19, 2010 

CA Fish and Game Commission 
1416 9th Street 
P.O. Box 944209 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

CA State Parks and Recreation Commission 
1416 9th Street 
Sacramento CA 95814 
 
Re:  Recognize the Tribal Traditional, Non-Commercial Gathering, Harvesting, and Fishing for 
Subsistence, Ceremonial, or Stewardship Purposes Aboriginal Rights—South Coast Tribal Comments 
on the Draft EIR for the South Coast MLPA 
 

I. Overview 

These comments are submitted on behalf of an alliance of Southern California Coastal Tribal Nations, 
Indian organizations, and Native Americans in Southern California.  We represent the original 
inhabitants of the coastal lands now known as Southern California, and are the first ocean stewards.   

We recognize the devastating consequences that non-sustainable ocean practices have had on our 
coastal lands and waters since the time of first contact, and therefore support current efforts to protect 
and restore precious ocean resources.   

We also know that our traditional Indigenous cultural, artistic and spiritual ocean-related practices were, 
and continue to be, sustainable.  Therefore we restate our position that the South Coast MLPA 
acknowledge and respect our aboriginal rights as they relate to the ocean, coastal lands, and marine 
resources.   

We urge the California Department of Fish and Game and the California Fish and Game Commission to 
formally adopt a special category of tribal uses within Marine Protected Areas (MPAs) in order to 
protect and preserve the traditional cultural practices and heritage of California Indian tribes and tribal 
communities, and to develop co-management arrangements between tribes and tribal communities and 
the State. 

Our comments address the cultural and spiritual significance of coastal lands and waters to Southern 
California Tribal Nations, Aboriginal rights, the sovereign status of Tribal Nations, federal and state tribal 
consultation requirements, the importance of accommodating tribal traditional use rights when 
implementing the MLPA, civil rights and environmental justice issues as this project pertains to Tribal 
Nations and the citizens of those nations, the need for independent scientific studies and an equal 
respect for Native-based science, the importance of supporting Tribal co-management for MPAs, the 
need to protect our tribal submerged cultural resources, the need to respect the confidential nature of 
certain information related to tribal cultural and ceremonial sites, and include specific comments on the 
Draft EIR for the South Coast MLPA. 
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II. The Meaning of Southern California Coastal Lands and Waters to Southern California 
Coastal Tribal Nations 

We are the original stewards of the coastal lands and waters.  Our Ancestors have been the caretakers 
of the coastal lands and waters of southern California for 10,000 years.  We navigated the oceans, rivers, 
estuaries, streams, lagoons, and wetlands of southern California and knew the names, origins, and 
properties of all living and nonliving beings along the coast. 

Our ancient coastal communities flourished—living off of the ocean’s resources in a sustainable way for 
thousands of years.  We created items of utilitarian, ceremonial, and artistic beauty from the materials 
offered by the ocean and coastal resources.  We continue to practice our ancient maritime cultures 
today. The ocean and the plants, animals, islands, and submerged villages that it holds are a core 
component of the culture, spirit, and history of our communities. 

The Chumash, Tongva, and Acjachemen people all have traditional ocean and river water crafts—the 
Tomol, Tiat, and Wehut.  Indeed, the Chumash and Tongva tribal communities have active, ocean going 
traditional watercrafts, and operate traditional maritime associations today. Individual members of 
Chumash, Tongva, and Acjachemen tribal communities continue to practice their traditional maritime 
cultures by navigating ocean waters and utilizing ocean resources in the creation of ceremonial items, 
tools, jewelry.   
 

III. History of State and Federal Action Against California Indian Tribes 

The history of Southern California coastal tribal communities can be understood only in the context of 
state and federal action against the California Indians.  As the Indian Claims Commission recognized: 

The evidence is plain, and in fact, not disputed, that after [the United States] 
acquired California, and as a result of the great influx of white people, the Indian 
communities were disrupted and destroyed, many of their members were killed, and 
those remaining were largely scattered throughout the state, and their tribal or band 
origin generally lost. 

Thompson v. U.S., 8 Ind. Cls. Comm. 1, 17 (1959).  

The State of California has a history of laws that prohibited California Indians from practicing their 
religion, speaking their languages, and practicing traditional ceremonies and customs, according to the 
California State Library Research Bureau.  State laws separated California Indians from their lands, and 
separated at least a generation of children and adults from their families, languages, and cultures.  
Kimberly Johnston-Dodds, Early California Laws and Policies related to California Indians (California 
Research Bureau, California State Library 2002). 

Particularly in Southern California, there arose a form of Indian peonage, reinforced by the criminal 
justice system that was slavery in everything save name only.  The indenturing of Indians to whites, 
sanctioned by the state government in 1850, fostered the rise of a slave trade.  In the northern counties, 
genocidal warfare was waged against the Indians.  “Such slaughter, reinforced by the devastating effects 
of disease, reduced an estimated population of 150,000 in 1845 to less than 30,000 in 1870, with 60 
percent of the deaths attributable to disease, the rest to murder.”  Kevin Starr, California: A History 99 
(2007). 
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A very clear example of Indian peonage is the slave markets at Olvera Street detailed in the book 

Southern California: An Island on the Land. 

McWilliams, Carey, "Southern California: An Island on the Land," pg. 42, (1946). 

In the years from 1846 to 1870, Indians were widely employed in Southern California as 

domestics, as farm laborers, and for most of the unskilled jobs. “Employed”, however, is 

scarcely the right term. “if ever an Indian was fully and honestly paid for his labor by a 

white settler,” wrote J. Ross Browne, Inspector of Indian Affairs on the Pacific Coast, “it 

was not my luck to hear of it.” When gold-mining operations were launched in the San 

Gabriel Mountains in 1855, the local annals mention that the work was performed by 

“gangs of Indians.” With the vineyards becoming profitable after 1849, Indian labor was 

extensively used throughout Southern California. “Much of the work connected with the 

grape industry,” writes Harris Newmark, “was done by the Indians…Stripped to the skin, 

and wearing only loin-cloths, they trampled with ceaseless tread from morn until night, 

pressing the luscious fruit of the vineyard the juice soon to ferment into wine.” 

During the grape season, hundreds of Indians would troop into Los Angeles every 

Saturday night after they had received their pay. “During Saturday night and all day 

Sunday,” writes Newmark, “they drank themselves into hilarity and intoxication, and 

this dissipation lasted until Sunday night. They slept off their sprees and were ready to 

work Monday morning. During each period of excitement, from one to three or four of 

the revelers were murdered.” The three grog shops maintained at the Old Mission site 

in San Gabriel, according to Horace Bell, “did a smashing business-these devil’s 

workshops being surrounded by a mass of drunken, howling Indians.” By common 

practice, most of the Indian vineyard workers were paid in aguardiente or wine brandy. 

“By four o’clock on Sunday afternoon,” writes Bell, “Los Angeles Street from Commercial 

to Ni[**]er Alley, Aliso Street from Los Angeles to Alameda, and Ni[**]er Alley would be 

crowded with a mass of drunken Indians. Men and women, boys and girls, tooth and toe 

nail, sometimes, and frequently with knives, but always in a manner that would strike 

the beholder with awe and horror. About sundown the pompous marshal, with his 

Indian special deputies, who had been kept in jail all day to keep them sober, would 

drive and drag the herd to a big corral in the rear of Downey Block, where they would 

sleep away their intoxication, and in the morning they would be exposed for sale, as 

slaves for the week…They would be sold for a week and bought up by the vineyard men 

and others at prices ranging from one to three dollars, one third of which was to be paid 

to the peon at the end of the week, which debt, due for well performed labor, would 

invariably be paid in aguardiente, and the Indians would be happy until the following 

Monday morning…Those thousands of honest, useful people were absolutely destroyed 

in this way. Vineyards were of great profit in those days.” Email correspondence, Cindi 

Alvitre, Tongva, Co-Director, Ti’at Society, October 18, 2010. 
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IV. Sovereign Status of Tribal Nations, Aboriginal Rights, Respectful Government-to 
Government Consultation 
 

A. Sovereign Status of California Coastal Tribal Nations 

It is beyond dispute that California recognizes the sovereign status of Indian Tribes. Agua 
Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians v. Superior Court, 40 Cal.4th 239, 247 (2006). Unlike other 
Californians, Tribal members belong to political groups expressly recognized by the State. See, 
e.g., Cal. Gov. Code § 11019.8 (encouraging and authorizing “all state agencies” to cooperate 
with “federally recognized California Indian tribes on matters” affecting their “economic 
development and improvement.”) By their very nature, Tribal relations with state agencies, 
including those responsible for fish and game management, are governmental, because both 
Tribes and the State are sovereigns. Because California maintains political relationships with 
Tribes that are not formally recognized by the Bureau of Indian Affairs, the political classification 
rationale applies to such Tribes as well. Legal Opinion on “Preferential Treatment” for California 
Indian Tribes in Marine Life Protection Act Initiative, Curtis Berkey, Attorney for the InterTribal 
Sinkyone Wilderness Council, May 3, 2010. 

 
B. Respectful Government to Government Consultation—This Consultation is Crucial and 

Required by Law 

Respectful government-to-government consultation with Tribal Nations is required under state and 
federal law, and the MLPA Initiative is “so closely linked to the outcome of the MLPA’s final regulations 
*that+ the MLPA Initiative should take the same approach with regard to Tribes.” Despite these 
requirements, the lawmakers did not consult with Tribes when drafting the MLPA law, the State did not 
consult with Tribes during its first attempt to implement the law, and, with the exception of a few 
dedicated tribal advocates and stakeholder representatives, the MLPA Initiative has been seriously 
lacking in its efforts to consult with Tribes. 
 

Although the MLPA Initiative is a public-private partnership, relations between the Department 
of Fish and Game or the Fish and Game Commission, and the Tribes legitimately are to be 
carried out on a government-to-government basis. Because it is so closely linked to the outcome 
of the MLPA’s final regulations, the MLPA Initiative should take the same approach with regard 
to Tribes. Legal Opinion on “Preferential Treatment” for California Indian Tribes in Marine Life 
Protection Act Initiative, Curtis Berkey, Attorney for the InterTribal Sinkyone Wilderness Council, 
May 3, 2010.  

 
If any federal permits are required as a result of the proposed project, the project constitutes a Federal 
Undertaking and therefore triggers Section 106 compliance obligations under the National Historic 
Preservation Act. NHPA requires that any federal agency that has direct or indirect jurisdiction over a 
federal or federally assisted undertaking, or any federal department or agency that has authority to 
license an undertaking, has to take into account the effect of the undertaking on any site that is included 
in or eligible for listing in the National Register.  The federal agency must afford the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation a reasonable opportunity to comment on the effect(s) the undertaking might have 
on cultural properties. 

An “undertaking” includes any project, activity, or program funded in whole or in part under the direct 
or indirect jurisdiction of a federal agency, including (a) those carried out by or on behalf of an agency; 
(b) those carried out with federal financial assistance; (c) those requiring a federal permit, license, or 
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approval; and (d) those subject to state or local regulation administered pursuant to a delegation or 
approval by a federal agency.  16 U.S.C. § 470(w)(7). 
 
Any project carried out by a federal agency or with federal financial assistance, or that requires a federal 
permit, would be considered an undertaking.  According to the DEIR, permits to dredge or fill waterways 
will be required by the project, therefore the Clean Water Act of 1972 (33 USC §404 et seq.) applies, 
federal permits are required, and a Section 106 Consultation and Review process is required by law.  

V. Aboriginal Rights: Tribal Traditional Use Rights in Coastal Areas and Three Mile Off-shore 
Zone Must Be Accommodated  

All California Indian Tribal traditional, non-commercial fishing, gathering, and harvesting for subsistence, 
ceremonial or stewardship purposes shall be uses that are exercised by the members of California Indian 
tribes and tribal communities. The DFG and FGC must recognize existing aboriginal rights which include 
the right to access and gather marine resources from our traditional coastal homelands and waters. 

Ample authority exists for the State’s recognition and separate treatment of aboriginal 
tribal uses within MPA regulations.  The Legislature has found that “*j+urisdiction over the 
protection and development of natural resources, especially the fish resource, is of great 
importance to both the State of California and California Indian tribes.”  Further, California law 
acknowledges tribes as a separate and distinct category of users, and that tribal gathering and 
harvesting has a cultural purpose which the State should protect: “To California Indian tribes, 
control over their minerals, lands, water, wildlife and other resources is crucial to their 
economic self-sufficiency and the preservation of their heritage.”  The Legislature also has found 
that the State and the tribes share, as a mutual goal “the protection and preservation of the fish 
resource.”  Fish and Game Code § 16000. 

California MPAs are part of the National System of Marine Protected Areas, which were 
created by federal executive order in 2000.  That order explicitly states that the creation and 
management of MPAs shall “not diminish, affect, or abrogate…the United States trust 
responsibilities to Indian tribes.”  California is therefore obligated under federal law to respect 
and protect Indian use rights in the MLPA process. Executive Order 13158, May 26, 2000, 65 
Fed. Reg. 105,34909 (May 31, 2000). 

In adopting and implementing regulations pursuant to the MLPA, the Department and 
the Commission are subject to the above stated statutory provisions, in addition to the 
provisions of the Marine Life Protection Act, which requires that “interested parties” (e.g., tribes 
and tribal communities) be consulted in the process for establishment of new MPAs.   

The above provisions collectively provide ample authority for the State’s separate and 
distinct treatment of tribal uses. Motion Regarding State Recognition of a Traditional Tribal Use 
Category Within Marine Protected Areas of the MLPA, August 31, 2010. 

VI. Civil Rights and Environmental Justice Issues 

Members of southern California tribal coastal communities may be denied access to traditional hunting, 
gathering, and ceremonial grounds as a result of the proposed South Coast MLPA.  No one else will.   

Denying members of southern California tribal coastal communities access to the ocean and ocean 
resources for traditional uses would constitute impermissible discrimination under California 
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Government Code Section 11135 and its regulations, Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and its 
regulations, and other state and federal civil rights and environmental laws.   

A. Governing Law 

California law also prohibits both intentional discrimination and unjustified discriminatory impacts under 
Government Code section 11135 and its regulations, which are analogous to Title VI and its regulations.  
See Cal Gov. Code § 11135 et seq.; 22 CCR § 98101 (2007).  Section 11135 provides:  “No person in the 
State of California shall, on the basis of race, national origin, ethnic group identification, religion, age, 
sex, sexual orientation, color, or disability, be unlawfully denied full and equal access to the benefits of, 
or be unlawfully subjected to discrimination under, any program or activity that is conducted, operated, 
or administered by the state or by any state agency, is funded directly by the state, or receives any 
financial assistance from the state.” 

 
The regulations pursuant to section 11135 articulate the disparate impact standard.  The regulations bar 
criteria or methods of administration that have the purpose or effect of subjecting a person to 
discrimination on the basis of ethnic group identification, religion, or color.  22 CCR § 98101(i).  Intent to 
discriminate is not required. 
 
The Marine Life Protection Act Initiative and the Department of Fish and Game constitute a program or 
activity that is conducted, operated, or administered by, the state or any state agency. 

In addition, California law defines environmental justice as “the fair treatment of people of all races, 
cultures, and incomes with respect to the development, adoption, implementation, and enforcement of 
environmental laws, regulations, and policies.” Cal. Gov. Code § 65040.12. 

 
B.  Compliance with the Discriminatory Impact Standard 

There are three prongs to the discriminatory impact inquiry under the Title VI regulations and, by 
analogy, under the 11135 regulations: (1) whether an action has a disproportionate impact based on, 
here, Native American origin; (2) if so, the agency bears the burden of proving that such action is 
justified by business necessity; and (3) even if the action would otherwise be justified, the action is 
prohibited if there are less discriminatory alternatives to accomplish the same objective. Larry P. v. Riles, 
793 F.2d 969, 983 (9th Cir. 1984). 
 
The proposed South Coast MLPA (without adoption of the suggested amendment recognizing coastal 
tribal aboriginal rights) fails under the discriminatory impact standard for the following reasons. 

1. Members of California Tribal Nations will lose access to sites and necessary cultural and 
ceremonial items.  No one else will. 

2.  The Department of Fish and Game has not demonstrated business necessity to justify the denial 
of aboriginal fishing, hunting, and gathering rights.   

3.  There are less discriminatory alternatives to denying aboriginal fishing, hunting, and gathering 
rights.  The Department of Fish and Game could adopt the amendment proposed by a coalition of 
coastal Tribal Nations in the North Coast region. 
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C.  Intentional Discrimination Standard 

To evaluate an intentional discrimination claim, the following kinds of evidence are relevant: (1) the 
impact of the action and whether it bears more heavily on one racial, ethnic, or national origin group 
than another; (2) a history of discrimination against the group; (3) departures from procedural norms in 
reaching a decision; (4) departures from substantive norms; (5) whether the decision maker knows of 
the harm its decision will cause; and (6) a pattern or practice of discrimination.  See Village of Arlington 
Heights v. Metropolitan Housing Dev. Corp., 429 U.S. 252, 265 (1977); U.S. Dep’t Justice, Civil Rights 
Division, Title VI Legal Manual at 49-53 and authorities cited (Sept. 1998). 

 
Under the intentional discrimination standard: 

1.  The impact of the South Coast MLPA (absent adoption of suggested amendment) would 
disproportionately impact southern California coastal tribal people, as discussed above.  Members of 
coastal Tribal Nations in southern California will lose access to places and items of traditional cultural, 
religious, and ceremonial importance.  No one else will. 

2.  There is a history of discrimination against California Indians and Native Americans.  “The evidence is 
plain, and in fact, not disputed, that after [the United States] acquired California, and as a result of the 
great influx of white people, the Indian communities were disrupted and destroyed, many of their 
members were killed, and those remaining were largely scattered throughout the state, and their tribal 
or band origin generally lost.”  Thompson v. U.S., 8 Ind. Cls. Comm. 1, 17 (1959).   See generally Kimberly 
Johnston-Dodds, Early California Laws and Policies related to California Indians (California Research 
Bureau September 2002);  William B. Secrest, When the Great Spirit Died: The Destruction of the 
California Indians 1850-60 (2003); Robert F. Heitzer, ed., The Destruction of California Indians: A 
collection of documents from the period from 1847 to 1865 in which are described some of the things 
that happened to some of the Indians of California (rev’d ed. 1993); Clifford E. Trafzer & Joel R. Hyer, 
eds., Exterminate Them!: Written Accounts of the Murder, Rape, and Enslavement of Native Americans 
during the California Gold Rush (1999). 

There are (3) substantive and (4) procedural irregularities in the process of seeking approval for the 
proposed  

5.  There is a pattern of discrimination against California Indian people, as demonstrated above.  

6.  Decision makers know of the impact against California Indian people.  This is demonstrated by the 
hundreds of written and oral testimonies given by California Indian people and California Indian Tribal 
Nations throughout the MLPA Initiative process. 

VII. Call for Independent Scientific Studies 

“We gathered and harvested the ocean’s bounty for thousands of years in a sustainable manner. 
For California to blame tribes for its reckless mismanagement of our fisheries for the last century is 
simply appalling.” Frankie Joe Myers, Yurok ceremonial leader and member of the Coastal Justice 
Coalition.  

California Ocean Protection Process Scapegoats Native Cultures, Indian Country Today, August 10, 2010.  
Originally printed at http://www.indiancountrytoday.com/national/southwest/California-ocean-
protection-process-scapegoats-Native-cultures-100136029 
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Despite the fact that significant studies have been conducted quantifying the human impact on the 
marine environment for various subcategories including recreation, fishing, and other activities, to our 
knowledge no independent scientific reviews have been conducted evaluating tribal tradition use 
impacts on marine life and the marine ecosystem.  Thus there is no scientific basis/data justifying any 
proposal that would attempt to ban traditional tribal uses. 

VIII. Support for the Creation of Tribal Co-Management Areas/Recognition of Distinct 
Geographic and Cultural Areas within the South Coast MLPA Area 

Our coalition of Southern California Coastal Tribes is extremely disappointed in the failure of the Draft 
EIR to support, or in any way acknowledge, the numerous statements from Tribal Nations, Native 
American organizations, and individual tribal citizens, regarding Tribal co-management of marine 
protected areas.  Southern California coastal tribal representatives have made our intentions with 
respect to tribally co-managed areas clear throughout the entire South Coast MLPA Initiative process.  
Despite our multiple attempts to communicate our desire for tribal co-managed areas, the draft EIR 
remains silent on this issue. 

Nineteen tribal government officials and Native American leaders from Southern California coastal Tribal 
Nations signed on to the statement quoted at length below: 

We also recognize that the health and abundance that was present at the time of first European 
contact on this coast in the 16th century can never be fully restored, so great is the ongoing 
impact of extraction and other activities that are not based in our ancestral values of reciprocity, 
respect, and the obligation of stewardship.  Even as the dominant attitude of entitlement has 
greatly harmed the environment, so also has it devastated the peoples who sustainably 
interacted with the land and ocean for 13 or more millennia. 

The devastation has resulted in many more consequences than I can describe here.  However, 
there is one especially that I will address, and that is our obligation of stewardship that we have 
not been able to exercise for the generations soon following that first European incursion.  
Please understand that having been effectively removed from access to the resources that 
shape our cultures does not relieve us from our ongoing obligation of stewardship.  This brings 
me to the particular purpose of this memo.  We are requesting that you will support the 
formation of tribal co-management at specific MPAs so that we may resume our obligation in 
these small areas.  Designation of Tribal Co-Management at Key Marine Protected Areas in the 
South Coast Region, Roberta Cordero, South Coast Regional Stakeholder in Collaboration with 
South Coast California Tribal Natives, submitted on October 21, 2009.   

IX. Submerged Cultural Resources 

The Draft EIR states that: 

Potential Project-related impacts to archaeological sites protected under CEQA did not seem 
to be a concern.   

 
We are not clear as to how the drafters of this EIR arrived at the conclusion that Tribal Nations are not 
concerned with potential project related impacts to archaeological sites. Tribal citizens and 
representatives from Tribal Nations have repeatedly expressed concerns over submerged cultural 
resources to MLPA Initiative staff, DFG and others.   
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In the case of Catalina Island, submerged cultural resources are of significant concern.  It is an 

area of archaeology that has not been considered within the confines of the common 

EIR….Development and the construction of harbors, and natural geological occurrences, have all 

contributed to the displacement, shifting, and impact of such sites.  

A significant example of this is the Los Angeles Harbor (which has not been mentioned in this 

document). As Tongva, a central part of our traditional landbase has been severely altered 

(destroyed) by the construction of this massive imperialist conglomerate. Rattlesnake Island was 

a tiny island in the harbor where the graves of noted island people were buried. Their graves 

were destroyed thoughtlessly, without the slightest consideration of their ceremonies.  

Unfortunately, our parents, and grandparents, and ancestors, were not "equipped" to go up 

against these intruders.  Now, generations later, we are there to pick up the pieces...remnants... 

In previous letter regarding the MLPA, I have stated that the Tongva are amongst the most 

impacted of the tribes.  Many assume that because our landbase has been so altered that we 

don't forget. I am certain that the MLPA process sees the Los Angeles coastline as so altered that 

there could not possibly be anything of concern.  As Tongva, we have a huge area to be 

concerned about including the Port of Los Angeles, and the four southern islands.  There is 

enough for us to be a separate region. Email correspondence, Cindi Alvitre, Tongva, Co-Director, 

Ti’at Society, October 18, 2010. 

We request that the Final EIR be amended to reflect the fact that Tribal Nations in Southern California 
are very concerned about our submerged cultural resources and potential impacts to these resources as 
a result of a possible increase in recreational use in some of the designated MPAs or Marine Parks 
without adequate enforcement in place to protect these critical sites. 
 

X. Confidentiality Issues 

The location of Native American sacred places, ceremonial sites, burial grounds, and archaeological sites 
is extremely sensitive information.  We therefore reiterate our concerns regarding the need to protect 
the confidential nature of such places.  The California Public Records Act and the Federal Freedom of 
Information Act both exempt records about Native American graves, cemeteries, and sacred places, as 
well as information about the location of archaeological sites, from being disclosed to the public. We 
request that the final EIR explicitly state that these locations and any associated information the Tribes 
deem to be of confidential nature are exempt from public disclosure. 
 

XI. Specific Comments on EIR 

Section 8.1 Regulatory Framework 
 
Section 8.1 of the Draft EIR states that: 
 

If improvements implemented as a part of the proposed Project were funded by the 
federal government or were part of a federal action, then this statute [NHPA] would apply… 
Because the proposed Project is not federally funded and does not involve a federal action, the 
NHPA is not applicable to the proposed Project IPA or its alternatives. 
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This is an incorrect statement of the law.  If any federal permits are required as a result of the proposed 
project, the project constitutes a Federal Undertaking and therefore triggers Section 106 compliance 
obligations under the National Historic Preservation Act. NHPA requires that any federal agency that has 
direct or indirect jurisdiction over a federal or federally assisted undertaking, or any federal department 
or agency that has authority to license an undertaking, has to take into account the effect of the 
undertaking on any site that is included in or eligible for listing in the National Register.  The federal 
agency must afford the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation a reasonable opportunity to comment 
on the effect(s) the undertaking might have on cultural properties. 

An “undertaking” includes any project, activity, or program funded in whole or in part under the direct 
or indirect jurisdiction of a federal agency, including (a) those carried out by or on behalf of an agency; 
(b) those carried out with federal financial assistance; (c) those requiring a federal permit, license, or 
approval; and (d) those subject to state or local regulation administered pursuant to a delegation or 
approval by a federal agency.  16 U.S.C. § 470(w)(7). 
 
Any project carried out by a federal agency or with federal financial assistance, or that requires a federal 
permit, would be considered an undertaking.  According to the DEIR, permits to dredge or fill waterways 
will be required by the project, therefore the Clean Water Act of 1972 (33 USC §404 et seq.) applies, 
federal permits are required, and a Section 106 Consultation and Review process is required by law.  

The final EIR must be amended to reflect the fact that federal tribal consultation obligations, including 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, apply. 

Section 8.2 Environmental Setting 

The Draft EIR Indicates that 60 Native Americans were contacted.  However, we question whether this 
contact qualifies as meaningful.  Over 50% of the 60 individuals contacted were sent one letter only and 
left one voicemail only.  Considering the fact that many of the representatives on the list are the acting 
Tribal Chairs and/or Directors for their Cultural Resource Departments for their respective Tribal 
Nations, and therefore are likely to receive hundreds of email, voicemail, and written communications 
on a weekly basis, we do not believe that one letter followed up by one voicemail constitutes adequate 
consultation, particularly since the Draft EIR contains only minimal information from the significant body 
of written and oral testimonies presented by California Tribal Nations and individual citizens of these 
nations. 

8.1.2.1 Ethnographic/Prehistoric Setting 
 
Section 8.1.2.1 of the Draft EIR states: 
 

The SCSR encompasses the traditional home of (from north to south) the Chumash, 
Gabrieliño/Tongva, Juaneño/Acagchemem, Luiseño, and Kumeyaay (Ipai and Tipai) ethnographic 
divisions.   

 
We object to the designation “ethnographic divisions” to refer to our tribal communities because it gives 
the impression that we are an ethnographic category and not sovereign Tribal Nations with whom the 
federal and state governments are required to consult. 
 

206

Sarah
Line

Sarah
Line

Sarah
Line

Sarah
Text Box
A81_ii-10

Sarah
Text Box
A81_ii-11

Sarah
Text Box
A81_ii-12



11 
 

More information needs to be included about all of our communities as both ancient and contemporary 
maritime cultures.  The ocean and ocean resources were an integral and often daily part of the physical, 
ceremonial, cultural, and artistic lives of the Chumash, Tongva, and Acjachemen people. The ocean, and 
access to particular ocean places for ceremonial and cultural use, remains a central component in the 
cultures of southern California tribal coastal communities today.  Every year a celebration of this ancient 
and ongoing connection to the ocean and islands off the coast of southern California occurs at Aquarium 
of the Pacific in collaboration with political, cultural, and spiritual leaders from California coastal Tribal 
Nations. 
 
The Chumash, Tongva, and Acjachemen people all have traditional ocean and river water crafts.  Indeed, 
the Chumash and Tongva tribal communities have active, ocean going, maritime associations today and 
individual members of Chumash, Tongva, and Acjachemen tribal communities continue to practice their 
traditional maritime cultures.  
 
Overall the “ethnographic/prehistoric setting” section fails to convey the importance of the ocean, 
surrounding coastlands, and ocean resources to the tribal communities who have occupied the area of 
proposed impacts for over 10,000 years.  We request that the Final EIR include a more in-depth analysis 
of Southern California Tribal Nations as ancient and contemporary maritime cultures.  Failure to include 
such an analysis will result in an inaccurate and misleading portrayal of Southern California coastal 
tribes. 
 
8.1.2.3.1 Prehistoric Resources 

Section 8.1.2.3.1 states that: 
 

For those who provided comments, most expressed concerns that focused on the 
potential loss of traditional hunting-gathering areas, a lack of language in the MPA MLPA 
regarding Native American interests or their role as stakeholders, and a feeling that Native 
Americans had little or no involvement in the MLPA Initiative planning process, although the 
Department implemented an extensive tribal outreach program...   

 
The term “extensive tribal outreach” is a relative one not one with a single, absolute definition, and it is 
therefore open to debate whether in fact the MLPA Initiative engaged in “extensive tribal outreach.” 
Considering the fact that many of the representatives on the list are the acting Tribal Chairs and/or 
Directors for their Cultural Resource Departments for their respective Tribal Nations, and therefore are 
likely to receive hundreds of email, voicemail, and written communications on a weekly basis, we do not 
believe that one letter followed up by one voicemail constitutes adequate consultation, particularly 
since the Draft EIR contains only minimal information from the significant body of written and oral 
testimonies presented by California Tribal Nations and individual citizens of these nations. 

8.1.3.3 Environmental Impacts--Impact CR-1: Substantial Adverse Effects on Historical Resources 
 
Section 8.1.3.3 states that: 
 

In accordance with PRC 5097.9, the Department will not interfere with the free 
expression or exercise of any traditional Native American religious rites, and will not otherwise 
restrict traditional Native American cultural activities within the MPAs as long as those cultural 
activities do not include the take of living marine resources. 
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Mitigation: No mitigation is required because there would be no adverse impact. 

Again, we must request justification for how the EIR preparers arrived at this conclusion.  We are very 
confused as to how one could arrive at the conclusion that “there would be no adverse impact,” when 
hundreds of tribal citizens and representatives of Tribal Nations have expressed deep concern over the 
potential of the MLPA to adversely impact our ability to engage in traditional cultural practices as a 
result of restrictions on traditional use gathering.  Where is the data, analysis, or other evidence to 
justify the claim that a ban on taking of live marine resources “will not otherwise restrict traditional 
Native American cultural activities within the MLPA…”? 

The MLPA restrictions will potentially impact the ability of Native American people and Tribal Nations to 
maintain cultural practices and to gather cultural marine resources in no take or restricted use areas. 
South Coast Region Native American Tribal Nations and tribal people will suffer adverse impacts from 
the implementation of the South Coast MLPA that won’t be mitigated to a less than significant effect 
unless:  

1. The DFG and FGC formally adopt a special category of tribal uses within the MPAs in order to 
protect and preserve the traditional cultural practices and heritage of California Indian Tribes 
and tribal communities; and  

2. The DFG and FGC commit to developing co-management arrangements between Tribes and 
tribal communities and the State.  

8.6.3.2 Criteria for Determining Significance 

Section 8.6.3.2 states that: 

In order to assess compliance of the project with federal guidance and Resources 
Agency policy, a general analysis for environmental justice was performed based on whether 
implementation of the proposed Project IPA or alternatives would have a disproportionate 
effect on minority or low-income populations. The particular issue at hand is whether the 
proposed SMCAs would tend to displace minority or low-income anglers into areas where health 
hazards might be incrementally higher relative to their current fishing locations and modes. 

 

What is the justification for only analyzing the question of whether the proposed SMCAs would tend to 
displace minority or low-income anglers into areas where health hazards might be incrementally higher?   

As articulated above, California Indians have historically been discriminated against under state and 
federal law.  If the proposed amendment to the MLPA recognizing Tribal Community traditional use 
rights is not adopted, California Indians will be disproportionately harmed as a result of the proposed 
Project IPA.  Federal and state regulations that disproportionately harm a particular population that has 
faced a history of discrimination under state and federal law violate environmental justice principles and 
regulations. 

The Final EIR must include an in-depth, detailed analysis of the ways in which these regulations might 
significantly adversely impact members of California Indian Nations.  Failure to include such an analysis 
will result in an environmental justice section that is grossly inadequate. 

8.6.3.3 Environmental Effects 

Section 8.6.3.3 states that: 
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The average of combined ethnic groups for all counties adjacent to the SCSR is 
approximately 56.19 percent, which is approximately equal to, but slightly less than the state of 
California as a whole (57.4 percent). Thus, while there may be concentrations of ethnic groups in 
certain areas, the overall ethnic diversity in the area is similar to that of the state, and 
implementation of the proposed Project IPA or its alternatives is not expected to 
disproportionally affect minority groups as the region is viewed as a whole. 

 
It is not possible to adequately or accurately assess the potential environmental justice impacts to 
disenfranchised communities without analyzing these communities individually.  The fact that the 
overall ethnic diversity in the south coast region is similar to that of the state is completely irrelevant to 
the issue of whether specific ethnic, Indigenous, and/or economically disadvantaged communities will 
be negatively impacted by this project.  The only way to identify potential negative consequences to 
disenfranchised communities is to analyze the impacts on these communities individually. 

We request that the Final EIR include an actual analysis of potential environmental justice impacts on 
disenfranchised communities rather than the strange circuitous reasoning presented above. 

XII. Conclusion 

For the reasons stated and authorities cited above we respectfully submit these comments on the Draft 
EIR for the South Coast Marine Life Protection Action. 

Sincerely, 

Chairwoman Vennise Forte, Coastal Band of Chumash Indians 

Co-Chair Marcus Lopez, Barbareno Chumash Council 

Co-Chair Deborah Sanchez, Barbareno Chumash Council 

Chief David Belardes, Juaneno Band of Mission Indians, Acjachemen Nation 

Chairman Joe O’Campo, Juaneno Band of Mission Indians, Acjachemen Nation 

Cindi Alvitre, Tongva, Co-Director, Ti’at Society 

Starla Battiest, Barbareno Chumash 

Roberta Reyes Cordero, Member, Coastal Band of the Chumash Nation, President, Chumash Maritime Association, Former 
MLPAI South Coast Regional Stakeholder 

Alfred Cruz, Sr., Member, Juaneno Band of Mission Indians 

Alfred C. Cruz, Jr., Acjachemen/Juaneno Band of Mission Indians 

Luhui Isha, Barbareno Chumash, Cultural Resource Director, Wishtoyo Foundation 

Angela Mooney D’Arcy, Acjachemen, Co-Director UCPP, Sacred Places Institute for Indigenous Peoples 

Rebecca Robles, Acjachemen, Co-Director, United Coalition to Protect Panhe (UCPP) 

Freddie Romero, Chumash Community Member, Santa Ynez 

Charles Sepulveda, Payomkawichum 

Mati Waiya, Santa Clara River Turtle Clan, Chumash, Executive Director, Wishtoyo Foundation 
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Responses to Comment Letter A81_ii 

Response to Comments A81_ii-1 through A81_ii-7: These comments raise 
complex issues of law and policy and do not address the sufficiency of the EIR. As a matter 
of law, the MLPA cannot interfere with any tribal right that has been conferred by the federal 
government. Conversely, neither the Department nor the Commission has authority to 
conjure into being new rights or privileges that are not authorized in statute. See also 
response to Comment A13-31 and Master Response 9. 

Response to Comment A81_ii-8: The proposed Project IPA increases protection of 
submerged cultural resources. 

Response to Comments A81_ii-9 through A81_ii-15: Comment noted. No change 
in the EIR is required. 

Response to Comment A81_ii-16: See Master Response 6.  

211



212



213



214



215



216



SOUTH COAST MARINE PROTECTED AREAS PROJECT 
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

 

P:\28907149 RLFF South Coast MPA EIR\600 DLVR\601 - URS Prepared\__FEIR 11-2010\`Vol 4` Comments and Responses\Responses\05_Organizations Responses Compiled.doc 8383 

Responses to Comment Letter A84_ii 

Response to Comment A84_ii-1: Comment noted. No changes to the Draft EIR are 
required. 

Response to Comment A84_ii-2: See discussion of social resources in Chapter 8 of 
the Draft EIR. See also Master Response 3. 

Response to Comment A84_ii-3: Comment noted. No changes to the Draft EIR are 
required. 

Response to Comment A84_ii-4: See Master Response 7. 

Response to Comment A84_ii-5: This comment suggests that the Draft EIR should 
discuss aesthetics, and particularly the relocation of commercial fishing, energy production, 
and utility functions. The movement of fishing boats on the water, generally at some distance 
from the shoreline, has not been identified as a negative aesthetic impact. Any minor changes 
in those movements that might be caused by the proposed MPAs, would not substantially 
alter their aesthetic effect, whatever it is. The project will not alter the continuation or 
maintenance of otherwise permitted existing uses such as utility lines and energy related 
facilities. Therefore, the project will have no adverse aesthetic effects. 

Response to Comment A84_ii-6: Commenter suggests that agricultural effects 
should be included in the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR does address stormwater runoff from 
terrestrial areas which does include agricultural areas. Section 6.3 Water Quality includes 
discussion of discharges that affect offshore water quality. Section 6.3.2.2 Water Quality 
Summaries by Subregion provides detailed descriptions of the seven subregions. In addition, 
Figure 6-10 provides percentage of agricultural coverage of the major watersheds in the 
project area. The text was not revised in response to this comment. 

Response to A84_ii-7: This comment relates to potential effects on population and 
housing. The project will have no direct effect on population, housing, or any other terrestrial 
activities. If there were major changes in recreational fishing at specific piers or other shore-
based facilities, then there could be some minor economic effects on local businesses that 
depend on such uses. The MPAs avoid piers, however, and are distributed such that fishing 
use of many shore-based locales throughout the SCSR will be retained. Changes to 
recreational fishing patterns are likely to be minor and their direct effects on physical aspects 
of the environment are considered less than significant in the Draft EIR. The proposed 
Project will not induce substantial population growth due to changes in recreational fishing 
either directly or indirectly. The indirect effects on the economy would also be small, and the 
ultimate effect on population and housing would be insignificant. See also Master Response 
3. 
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Response to A84_ii-8: The comment states that the Draft EIR omits any discussion 
of recreational fishing and CPFVs. The comment is in error. The Draft EIR Air Quality 
analysis includes estimates of potential emissions increases that might be associated with 
changes in CPFV operations, in a manner similar to that provided for commercial fishing 
vessels. The Draft EIR does include a discussion of recreational fishing activities, but for a 
variety of reasons concludes that any changes in recreational fishing would not constitute a 
significant impact on the environment. Master Response 10 contains more information on 
this issue. 

Response to A84_ii-9: The comment suggests that the project will result in the 
decline or redirection of fishing activities. The comment further argues that this decline will 
be sufficiently large and focused on specific communities such that the economic effects 
within the community will result in decline of local businesses, services, and infrastructure 
and that the ultimate result will be physical decline. 

The conclusions in the Draft EIR are different from those in the comment. The Draft 
EIR concludes that the project will have a minor and less-than-significant impact on 
commercial and CPFV activity, and a smaller effect on recreational fishing activity both in 
vessels and at shore-based locations. The Draft EIR conclusions are based on: 

• The fact that the project MPAs are generally distributed throughout the entire SCSR. 

• The relative areas of the proposed MPAs. 

• The distribution of fishing areas not affected by the MPAs. 

• The analysis of commercial fishing activity by fishing block. 

• A review of the distribution of MPAs and their locations relative to highly productive 
recreational fishing areas. 

The Master Response 10 provides more information on this issue. 

Response to A84_ii-10: This comment questions the methodology used in the 
evaluation of changes in commercial fishing vessel air emissions. This issue is reviewed in 
Master Response 10. The comment suggests both: (1) that the immediate margins of the 
proposed MPAs will be used more, and (2) that fishermen will travel much greater distances 
to alternate fishing locations. The first of these arguments is consistent with the assumption 
in the Draft EIR that on average the adjusted travel distances would be relatively small, on 
the order of 1–5 miles. Besides contradicting the first, the second argument also assumes that 
the MPAs will preclude fishing uniformly from all high-quality fishing grounds within state 
waters, which is not true. 

With respect to recreational fishing, the placement of the MPAs was consistent with the 
objective of retaining the relatively higher quality fishing grounds at locations generally 
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closer to recreational marinas. There would be a displacement of recreational fishing from 
more distant areas with relatively lower quality fishing. How recreational fishermen using 
these areas would alter their trips is the matter of contention, but it is reasonable to assume 
that different people would make different choices. 

Response A84_ii-11: The comment is correct in saying that the Draft EIR did not 
attempt to quantify changes in greenhouse gas emissions that might be associated with 
changes in recreational fishing vessel trips and with terrestrial vehicle trips associated with 
recreational fishing. As discussed in the Master Response 10, and in the preceding responses, 
anticipated changes in recreational fishing behavior could be manifest in longer or shorter 
trips, with increases or decreases in emissions. Thus, the effects on greenhouse gas 
emissions, as well as on criteria pollutant emissions, would not be significant. 
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Responses to Comment Letter A87_ii 

Response to Comment A87_ii-1: Comment noted. Section 5.0 has been revised to 
clarify the information being presented for CEQA analysis purposes and that information 
being presented for background information. See response to Comment A20_iii-1. 

Response to Comment A87_ii-2: Comment noted. The Commission does not 
anticipate any adverse environmental impacts as a result of exceeding the South Coast 
Stakeholder Group and Blue Ribbon Task Force goals; therefore, no changes to the Draft 
EIR are required. 

Response to Comment A87_ii-3: See response to Comment A87_ii-2. 

Response to Comment A87_ii-4: Comment noted. Section 5.0 has been revised to 
clarify the information being presented for CEQA analysis purposes and that information 
being presented for background information. 

Response to Comment A87_ii-5: See response to Comment A20_iii-1. No changes 
to the Draft EIR are required. 
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October 19, 2010 
 
State Clearinghouse #2010071012 
 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 
California Marine Life Protection Act Initiative 
South Coast Study Region - August 2010 
 
 
The Southern MLPA process reflects a long and complicated process and it is easy to 
miss some of the more hidden, most valuable habitats. South Laguna is likely one of 
these secret areas with some of the best underwater habitats and potential for marine 
recovery of our fisheries. The following comments do not jeopardize the basic integrity 
of CEQA analysis as it relates to Proposal 3 as submitted unanimously by the Blue 
Ribbon Task Force. Recommended revisions with a No Take SMCA for regulatory 
compliance is consistent with a P3 Laguna SMR. 
 
As the Science Advisory Team concludes, Laguna Beach is key to a successful Marine 
Protected Area network between Palos Verdes and La Jolla.  Within Laguna Beach, the 
area known as South Laguna is among the best marine life habitat for two important 
features – a dramatically steep geomorphology with unique rock substrate, kelp and a 
relatively isolated watershed surrounded by a protected natural greenbelt. 
 
With reference to specific CEQA topics, the following comments offer recommendations 
consistent with the public review process. 
 
ES 3.5   The Attorney General memo of October 1, 2009 Section 36710, subdivision (a) 
of the MMAIA provides an exemption for permitted or authorized “research, restoration, 
and monitoring purposes” within the P3 Laguna SMR. The AG memo notes: 
 
"....the designation of an MPA cannot restrict non-fishing uses and activities that have 
already received approved regulatory permits or leases. There are several options for how 
these already-permitted activities may be accounted for in an SMR, including: 
1. proposing an SMR that excludes a specified area of permitted use or activity from the 
SMR and then designating that portion as an SMCA with regulations that prohibits all 
activities/uses except the permitted activity/use; 
2. changing the designation of the entire area from an SMR to an SMCA that allows the 
permitted use or activity to continue; or 
3. adjusting the boundary of a proposed SMR that excludes a specified area of permitted 
use or activity from the SMR. 
In the first case, where an SMCA is created within an SMR (i.e., a “doughnut hole” design, or 
“box within a box” design), DFG and State Parks have agreed that this would not violate 
feasibility guidelines, so long as fishing is not allowed in the SMCA to reduce enforcement 
difficulties."       http://www.dfg.ca.gov/mlpa/pdfs/binders_sc/b3v.pdf 
 
The P3 Laguna SMR Alternative incorporates this advice with the inclusion of a No Take 
SMCA "box" for approved regulatory activities at the Aliso Ocean Outfall. The minor 
revision is consistent with earlier features of the P3 Laguna SMR CEQA analysis. 
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ES 4.1  The P3 Laguna SMR impacts from the Aliso Ocean Outfall (AOO) are compared 
and determined to be "Less Than Significant" and equal to the IPA for public utilities, 
water quality and all major variables suggesting the incorporation of  Section 36710, 
subdivision (a) of the MMAIA to provide an exemption for permitted or authorized 
“research, restoration, and monitoring purposes” within the P3 Laguna SMR 
Alternative/No Take SMCA is a feasible, environmentally superior alternative.  
 
Section 2.1.2 Localized influences of steep geomorpholgy are not considered among 
natural phenomena influencing marine wildlife and their habitats. 
 
South Laguna, south of Aliso Creek, is characterized by Aliso Peak rising to 600 feet 
elevation within ¼ mile from shore. Aliso Peak is the highest mountain closest to the 
ocean in the entire sub region yielding an equally steep underwater gradient. The 
submerged canyons and unobstructed maritime window transports deep swells and 
powerful upwelling currents of nutrient waters to support key tidal, near shore and 
offshore habitats including kelp. Despite the best marine engineering applications, the 
potent force of local ocean conditions has destroyed repeated attempts to maintain a 
public pier at Aliso Beach. These conditions also impact shore fishing and any effort to 
safely launch watercraft from the beach. Due to safety concerns, it is presently unlawful 
to launch watercraft from the beach. 
 
Shore based fishing is likewise diminished by strong wave action. Periodic surveys of 
recreational fishing reveal the need for expensive tackle to cast beyond the shore break. 
Claims of subsistence fishing in the area, based upon these surveys, have proven false 
and due to the small size of catch, limited fishing is essentially catch and release. 
  
The rocky coastline with numerous isolated coves and caves is comprised of San Onofre 
Breccia – an aggregate rock formation subject to erosion creating ideal underwater 
protected areas for breeding and juvenile sea life. Rich in tide pool plants and kelp, 
historical levels of marine life including vast abalone fields, were common up until the 
last fifty years. Totouva Cove, for instance, is named after the 300 pound fish usually 
found in the Gulf of California and Giant Sea Bass were typical of the area. 
 
2.1.2  "In enacting the MLPA, the legislature declared that “California’s extraordinary 
marine biological diversity is a vital asset to the state and nation. The diversity of species 
and ecosystems found in the state’s ocean waters is important to public health and well-
being, ecological health, and ocean-dependent industry” (MLPA Section 2851(b))....New 
technologies and demands have encouraged the expansion of fishing and other activities 
to formerly inaccessible marine areas that once recharged nearby fisheries. As a result, 
ecosystems throughout the state’s ocean waters are being altered, often at a rapid rate 
(MLPA Sections 2851(c) and (d))."  
 
Due to a steep geology and limited development patterns, South Laguna represents one of 
only a few previously inaccessible marine areas capable of recharging nearby fisheries at 
Dana Point Harbor. This relative isolation contributes to the importance of CEQA review 
to recognize the extraordinary marine biological features of South Laguna as they 
contribute to a successful MPA network. 
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2.4  ”Six goals guide the development of MPAs in the MLPA planning process, codified 
at MLPA Section 2853(b), including: 
 
          1. Protect the natural diversity and abundance of marine life, and the structure,  
              function, and integrity of marine ecosystems. 
          2. Help sustain, conserve, and protect marine life populations, including those of  
             economic value, and rebuild those that are depleted. 
          3. Improve recreational, educational, and study opportunities provided by marine 
              ecosystems that are subject to minimal human disturbance, and manage these   
              uses in a manner consistent with protecting biodiversity. 
          4. Protect marine natural heritage, including protection of representative and  
              unique marine life habitats in California waters for their intrinsic values. 
          5. Ensure California’s MPAs have clearly defined objectives, effective  
              management measures, and adequate enforcement and are based on sound   
              scientific guidelines. 
          6. Ensure the state’s MPAs are designed and managed, to the extent possible, as a  
              network." 
 
South Laguna's 1.25 miles of steep bluffs and cliffs, numerous isolated coves and caves, 
powerful ocean currents and upwelling, indigenous kelp forest habitat, restrictive 
development patterns and convenient enforcement feasibility among other features 
fulfills all of the six MLPA goals for an SMR. Due to the area's isolation, CEQA analysis 
is crucial to understanding the value of this area in MPA deliberations, i.e, isolated areas 
receive less consideration and MLPA protection. 
 
Reflective of the MLPA goals, the South Laguna Subregion, as part of the City of Laguna 
Beach, includes several elements, such as: an “improved marine life reserve component”; 
specified objectives and management and enforcement measures; provisions for 
monitoring and adaptive management; provisions for educating the public and 
encouraging public participation, and; a process for the establishment, modification, or 
abolishment of existing or future new MPAs (MLPA Section 2853(c)). 
 
2.4.3 Inclusion of the South Laguna Subregion fufill's the lower range of the SAT 
preferred alongshore extent of 6 to 12.5 miles to create a citywide P3 Laguna SMR of 
7.2 miles shoreline. Omitting the South Laguna subregion to create a minimum range 
shoreline diminishes the likelihood of a successful MPA network. The citywide P3 
Laguna SMR is the only viable location capable of facilitating larval dispersal among 
MPAs between Palos Verdes and La Jolla. South Laguna's placement promotes adjacent 
human activities by restoring fisheries based in Dana Point. 
 
2.4.9  The P3 Laguna SMR incorporating South Laguna minimizes the use of irregular 
shapes as MPA boundaries and instead uses straight lines along whole-number latitude 
and longitude lines, terminating at discernible landforms or other visible features. The 
southern SMR boundary is a prominent cliff nominated as a National Monument 
surrounded by an inaccessible private community. As a citywide Laguna SMR, the lists 
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of permitted and prohibited species and methods of take are greatly simplified to 
facilitate public understanding and compliance. 
 
2.4.10 As previously noted, baseline data for South Laguna needs to include native kelp 
forests connected to the larger forest areas at Salt Creek Beach – the last remaining 
natural kelp forests in Orange County. Strong prevailing ocean currents cause the kelp 
canopy to bend and become submerged during aerial photo inventories of "persistent kelp 
habitat". Field verification of native kelp forest abundance is useful for baseline studies. 
 
South Laguna is unique as an upwelled maritime terrace from the Pleistocene era rising to 
900 feet with beach sand deposits at ridgeline elevations. The rocky coastline with 
numerous isolated coves and caves is comprised of San Onofre Breccia – an aggregate 
rock formation subject to erosion creating ideal underwater protected areas for breeding 
and juvenile sea life. Rich in tide pool plants and kelp, historical levels of marine life 
including vast abalone fields, were common up until the last fifty years. Totouva Cove, 
for instance, is named after the 300 pound fish usually found in the Gulf of California and 
Giant Sea Bass were typical of the area. Steep deep coves provide resting areas for 
migrating California Gray Whales and safe refuge for coastal dolphin birthing circles. 
  
2.5  The inclusion of the South Laguna Subregion will enhance key MPA design 
considerations to site MPAs in a manner to prevent shifts in fishing effort that would 
result in serial depletion. Increased spearfishing effort will eliminate the safe access of 
South Laguna for multiple classes of traditional ocean users such as long distance 
swimmers, underwater photographers, skimboarders among others. Abundant fishing 
opportunities will remain for the Dana Point fishery and will likely be significantly 
enhanced through inclusion of South Laguna in the P3 Laguna SMR. 
 
The P3 Laguna SMR facilitates the use of an extensive volunteer network presently in 
place as tidewater docents, regular beach clean-up crews and vigilant local environmental 
groups to assist in monitoring and management. Laguna Beach employs a full time 
Marine Protection Officer augmented by trained, professional lifeguards for citywide 
monitoring and management. Cigarettes are banned on all City beaches. 
 
P3 Laguna SMR boundaries include the southern cliffs of South Laguna at Three Arch 
Bay to facilitate ease of public recognition and ease of enforcement. 
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We are a cohesive city, defined by a community with a high regard and respect for our 
environment.  To stop a Reserve in South Laguna would bifurcate our city, our citizens, 
and our businesses - and undermine local support and enforcement of an SMR.   
Fishing in South Laguna’s high use skim boarding beach areas, concentrated south of 
Aliso Creek by the border of an IPA SMR would be a recipe for physical confrontations 
with police and enforcement problems.  This is not an area that can reasonably 
accommodate the typical crowds and fishing as well.  Other than the parking lot at Aliso 
Creek Beach, there is only one other public access – at “Thousand Steps” in all of South 
Laguna - and it has no parking lot.   
 
If the Laguna SMR ends at the rocky point south of Three Arch Bay, the fisherman 
will have adequate and safe parking and wide beach access at Salt Creek Beach and 
The Strand where there is ample public parking and more space to accommodate 
multiple uses including safe handicap access. 
  
We understand and concur with the need to provide a “buffer zone” around the Aliso 
Creek Outfall, operated by the South Orange County Wastewater Authority (SOCWA), to 
allow the continued monitoring, maintenance and operation of the outfall.  The recent 
October 1, 2009 letter from the Attorney General's Office recommends a "donut-hole" 
SMCA within the Laguna SMR to guarantee SOCWA activities since "Section 36710, 
subdivision (a) of the MMAIA provides an exemption for permitted or authorized 
"research, restoration, and monitoring purposes”.   
 
We are concerned about changing any large portion of the Laguna SMR to a no-take 
SMCA to solve this problem.  To support this, we would require strong language that a 
no-take SMCA can not be changed in the future prior to the 5 year adaptive management 
review.  There is a different public perception between an SMR and an SMCA.   Just as 
there is a higher regard for National Parks vs or other public lands, a State Marine 
Reserve designation has a higher level of respect with the public and therefore will 
achieve a higher level of compliance by the public.  We will leave it to the 
Commissioners to decide if this “buffer zone” takes the form of a “donut-hole”, 
“lollipop” or a narrow no-take SMCA cutout around the Aliso Creek outfall within the 
larger SMR. We strongly object to IPA Options 3, 4 & 5.   
 
The intent of the BRTF's triangle-shaped Laguna SMR was to create a "minimalist 
design" (Meg Caldwell, Oct. 22, 2009) that met the science guidelines while minimizing 
socio-economic impacts.  DFG proposed the perpendicular shapes to address feasibility 
and enforcement issues.  We believe these issues are addressed by a city-wide reserve 
which has easily identifiable, prominent rocky points at both borders.  
  
Option for Proposal 3 We submit for your consideration a modification to the citywide 
reserve found in Proposal 3. This option addresses concerns over the Aliso Creek outfall. 
The map below depicts a no-take SMCA cutout within the Proposal 3 Laguna SMR. The 
no-take SMCA encompasses the outfall and pipe within the larger, contiguous Laguna 
SMR and is bounded by reserve on all sides.  
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The Laguna P3 Option uses suggestions listed in the Attorney General's Oct. 2009 memo 
to satisfy concerns about the outfall while incorporating the citywide endorsement by 
Laguna Beach City Council, agreements with SOCWA, and efforts by civic and 
environmental organizations throughout Laguna and Orange County. The Laguna P3 
Option is a simple solution that enables the citywide marine reserve to remain intact and 
creates a robust Laguna SMR which reflects the SAT guidelines for a successful Laguna 
SMR and South Coast MPA network.  
 
.   
 
                                        Proposal 3 Option for the Laguna SMR 
 

    
 
This shape was described in our 4-6-10 letter to the Commissioners and at public 
comments at the 4-7-10 Fish and Game Commission meeting. 
 
 3.5.29  Please note, there is no "South Laguna Beach" place name only "South Laguna".  
 
IPA Options 3,4 & 5 boundary options t not reflect explicit advice from the Attorney 
General memo of October 1, 2009 Section 36710, subdivision (a) of the MMAIA 
providing an exemption for permitted or authorized “research, restoration, and 
monitoring purposes”  within the P3 Laguna SMR to design a No Take SMCA "box" for 
regulatory activities at the AOO. The AG memo allows for "adjusting the boundary of a 
proposed SMR that excludes a specified area of permitted use or activity from the SMR....where 
an SMCA is created within an SMR (i.e., a “doughnut hole” design, or “box within a box” 
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design), DFG and State Parks have agreed that this would not violate feasibility guidelines, so 
long as fishing is not allowed in the SMCA to reduce enforcement difficulties."   
http://www.dfg.ca.gov/mlpa/pdfs/binders_sc/b3v.pdf  
 
CEQA analysis must incorporate local governance and public participation. The citywide 
Laguna SMR represents a City Council Resolution and functions to introduce consistent 
rules within city limits. Many of the proposed CEQA options, as discussed, will 
dramatically shift fishing effort into the South Laguna Subregion to the detriment of 
ecosystem integrity and most MLPA goals. 
 
Anchoring within 200 feet of kelp forest areas should be prohibited to protect kelp 
holdfast and critical fish foraging habitat. Due to unsafe surf conditions, launching of 
boats in South Laguna is prohibited by County of Orange ordinance. 
 
3.6  Enforcement Feasibility:  Laguna Beach enjoys an international reputation for habitat 
protection and restoration. No other community has the per capita investment represented 
by the Laguna Greenbelt nor has any other City Council voted to support a citywide State 
Marine Reserve. By virtue of its dedicated citizens, Laguna Beach is the home and 
headquarters for hundreds of environmentalists and dozens of major organizations 
engaged in ocean protection endeavors locally as well as globally.  
 
The City of Laguna Beach hosts over 6 million visitors every year, in addition to our 
citizen’s use of the beaches and ocean.  These visitors are not interested in fishing.  We 
need a consistent, city-wide requirement that can be communicated clearly for effective 
feasibility and enforcement of a Marine Reserve in a highly populated area, such as 
Southern California.  It would be very difficult to manage beach areas with hundreds of 
thousands of visitors while trying to explain that, “you can fish on this side of the 
beach but not on that one over there…”  We need a consistent requirement, like 
“There is no fishing throughout the City of Laguna Beach” both for citizens to assist 
with enforcement and visitors to know the rules.   
 
A citywide P3 Laguna SMR is supported by a full time Marine Protection Officer, trained 
lifeguards, tidewater docent volunteers, beach clean-up volunteers presently operating to 
protect marine life resources. 
  
Steep bluff tops with 100% visibility of coastal areas presently provide observation points 
for trained docents and city marine management personnel. Many eyes on the sea insure 
illegal fishing and poaching is readily reported. These assets guarantee a level of 
vigilance and enforcement suitable to a successful marine protected area. 
 
 
4.3 California has declared that the Pacific Ocean and its rich marine living resources are 
of great environmental, economic, aesthetic, recreational, educational, scientific, 
nutritional, social, and historic importance to the people of California. (California Fish 
and Game Code §2851). CEQA analysis benefits by recognizing the intrinsic aesthetic 
values associated with free diving and SCUBA diving among robust marine life. The kelp 
forest experience is equivalent to hiking in a Redwood Forest in terms of tranquility and 
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proximity to nature. Abandoned fishing gear, hooks and loaded spearguns dramatically 
impact recreational user groups. Proposed MPAs require comparison along the variable 
of recreational non-consumptive users relative to personal safety and a tranquil 
environmental setting. Ocean hunting activities threaten wildlife aggregation and the 
aesthetic attributes of MPAs. 
 
5.3.1 Commercial Fisheries Displacement - CEQA analysis may not recognize the 
contribution of the San Clemente Edison Reef Kelp Reforestation Project to mitigate any 
commercial fisheries displacement by the adjacent P3 Laguna SMR. Over 170 acres of 
artificial kelp forest will provide over 600 pounds per acre of biomass annually to 
enhance nearby fisheries from Dana Point Harbor. 
http://www.nctimes.com/news/local/sdcounty/article_6f8f319a-61bb-5884-a368-
1e89c6ec7c30.html 
 
6.1.3.1.1 A P3 Laguna SMR will improve local air quality from commercial fishing 
vessels based in Dana Point Harbor by concentrating effort closer to the harbor and 
southward to the San Clemente Edison Kelp Forest. Transit distances for commercial and 
recreational fishing will be reduced with the P3 Laguna SMR. 
 
6.2.1.1.2 Greenhouse gas from carbon emissions can be absorbed by healthy kelp forests 
and improved marine life biomass. Metrics to evaluate improved air quality and carbon 
sequestration can lead to increased funding for successful MPAs. Blue Carbon 
Sequestration Programs by the United Nations and others can be incorporated in CEQA 
air quality analysis and mitigation measures to assess the full values of marine life 
protection and recovery. 
 
6.3  Water Quality improvements will accompany kelp forest protection and recovery. 
Indigenous kelp forests in South Laguna function as submerged wetlands to metabolize 
excess nutrients and improve ambient water quality. Qualitative metrics are required to 
evaluate the beneficial contributions of marine life flora and fauna as they improve local 
water quality variables relating to bacteria, phosphates, nutrients and toxic pollutants. 
Beneficial results can support additional funding opportunities to support overall MPA 
activities including enforcement directed at marine life protection. 
 
7.1.1.1.6 Essential Fish Habitat are “those waters and substrate necessary to fish for 
spawning, breeding, feeding, or growth to maturity.” South Laguna is an exemplar of 
EFH and represent the best area in the Laguna Beach area for marine life habitat. Habitat 
areas of particular concern (HAPCs) are described in the regulations as subsets of 
EFH that are rare, particularly susceptible to human-induced degradation, especially 
ecologically important, or located in an environmentally stressed area. These include 
estuaries, canopy kelp, seagrass, and rocky reef habitats prominent in South Laguna. 
 
7.1.2.1.3. As reported in the CEQA analysis "Rocky shore habitats and their associated 
ecological assemblages make up less than 25 percent of the SCSR shoreline (not 
including manmade hardened shorelines). Along the mainland coast, rocky shores are 
relatively rare and are mostly found in the vicinity of headlands such as Point 

234

sgreen
Line

sgreen
Text Box
A88_ii-18

sgreen
Text Box
A88_ii-19

sgreen
Line



Conception, Palos Verdes, La Jolla Point, and Point Loma. " Here again, CEQA fails to 
recognize the prominent rocky shore and headlands in South Laguna. Rocky points at 
both the Northwest and Southwest boundaries of the P3 Laguna SMR are candidates for 
National Monuments and should be incorporated in CEQA inventories. 
 
South Laguna has Sheltered Rocky Shores, Wave-cut Rocky Platforms, Exposed rocky 
Cliffs and Kelp Habitat. 
 
9.4.2.1 The proposed P3 Laguna SMR would result in slightly diminished greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emissions relative to current levels due to the decreased travel distances required 
for fishing vessels based at Dana Point Harbor to reach open fishing grounds. 
9.4.2.2 CEQA docs report "According to available environmental documentation, none of 
the currently proposed or reasonably foreseeable projects in the bight would result in 
significant impacts related to climate change or GHG emissions". Emerging Blue Carbon 
programs point to beneficial contributions of a P3 Laguna SMR. Strong evidence is 
available in support of terrestrial carbon sequestration contributions. Marine life plays a 
similar role absorbing carbon and producing oxygen.  Measures to assess carbon values 
and improved air quality at site specific locations can improve the scientific evaluation of  
MPAs many postive contributions. 
 
9.4.3.1 Water quality will be improved with recovery of robust kelp forests and increased 
marine life biomass. Kelp and sea grasses function as submerged wetlands to improve 
ambient water quality as deserve recognition in CEQA analysis. 
 
9.4.5.1 Biological resources unique to South Laguna include large populations of 
Garibaldhi - a protected State Fish. Habitat for this species must be given the highest 
protection to prevent incidental take from spearfishing "thrill-kills". 
 
10.4.2.13 Alternative P3 Laguna SMR would meet the Project objectives identified in 
Section 3.2 of this Draft EIR. Compared to the proposed project, Alternative 3 would 
result in slightly less impact relative to vessel traffic because it does not propose MPAs 
immediately abutting the coastwise shipping lanes. Impacts of this alternative related to 
air quality and GHG emissions would be slightly less than those of the proposed project, 
because this alternative would concentrate a greater proportion of existing fishing effort 
closer to Dana Point Harbor. Other environmental impacts of this alternative would 
generally be similar to those of the proposed Project. 
 
10.4.2.12  The P3 Laguna SMR will improve fishing patterns by concentrating efforts 
closer to Dana Point Harbor kelp forest areas. Shorebased fishing can occur outside of 
Laguna Beach City limits - a traveling distance of ten minutes in any direction. Laguna 
Beach provides free transit service and it is not likely that the MPA network proposed 
under this alternative would result in disproportionate impacts on minority or low-income 
populations. Any effects of this nature would be similar to those of the proposed Project. 
 
Proposals other than a citywide P3 Laguna SMR unduly forces negative discriminatory 
impacts on the community of South Laguna and undermines municipal cohesion, fairness 

235

sgreen
Line

sgreen
Text Box
A88_ii-20

sgreen
Line

sgreen
Text Box
A88_ii-19

sgreen
Text Box
A88_ii-19

sgreen
Line

sgreen
Line

sgreen
Text Box
A88_ii-21



and unity. The P3 Laguna SMR reflects the will of the people as represented in City 
Council Resolutions.  
 
11.2.2 Significant and Unavoidable Impacts - Although CEQA analysis suggests "No 
significant unavoidable impacts have been identified for the proposed Project or 
alternatives 1, 2, or 3" only the P3 Laguna SMR will protect invaluable marine life 
resources in South Laguna. The remaining alternatives will dramatically shift fishing 
effort into to this unique, fragile area to decimate remaining sea life and native kelp 
forests. 
 
The economy of Laguna Beach is highly dependent upon residential and tourist 
commerce which is enhanced by the presence of natural wild lands and marine habitats.  
There will be an economic benefit for our city to have a city-wide Reserve.  As stated in 
the City’s Resolution, “…The increased economic value necessitates fairness and equal 
treatment for all businesses, property owners, and citizens along the entire coastline 
within the City’s boundaries.”   
 
Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the DEIR. Please give careful 
consideration to the benefits of a P3 Laguna SMR as submitted below to the future of 
California's Marine Life Protection. 
 
Michael Beanan 
Vice President 
South Laguna Civic Association (est. 1946) 
 
mike@southlaguna.org  
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            Proposal 3 Option for the Laguna SMR 
 

    
 
 
We submit for your consideration a modification to the citywide reserve found in 
Proposal 3.  This option addresses concerns over the Aliso Creek outfall.  The map 
above depicts a no-take SMCA cutout within the Proposal 3 Laguna SMR.  The no-
take SMCA encompasses the outfall and pipe within the larger, contiguous Laguna 
SMR and is bounded by reserve on all sides.  
 
The Laguna P3 Option uses suggestions listed in the Attorney General's Oct. 2009 
memo to satisfy concerns about the outfall while incorporating the citywide 
endorsement by Laguna Beach City Council, agreements with SOCWA, and efforts 
by civic and environmental organizations throughout Laguna and Orange County.  
The Laguna P3 Option is a simple solution that enables the citywide marine reserve 
to remain intact and creates a robust Laguna SMR which reflects the SAT 
guidelines for a successful Laguna SMR and South Coast MPA network.  
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SOUTH COAST MARINE PROTECTED AREAS PROJECT 
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

 

P:\28907149 RLFF South Coast MPA EIR\600 DLVR\601 - URS Prepared\__FEIR 11-2010\`Vol 4` Comments and Responses\Responses\05_Organizations Responses Compiled.doc 8989 

Responses to Comment Letter A88_ii 

Response to Comment A88_ii-1: Comment noted. The Commission concurs that the 
Alternative 3 Laguna SMR and SCRSG’s recommendation to incorporate an SMCA 
surrounding the Aliso Creek outfall and sewer line is consistent with the Attorney General 
memo referenced. The Commission also notes that the five boundary options proposed for 
the Laguna Beach SMCA and Laguna Beach SMR/SMCA are also consistent with the 
recommendations provided in the Attorney General memo. 

Response to Comment A88_ii-2: Comment noted. The Commission agrees that the 
Alternative 3 Laguna Beach SMR/SMCA is feasible. However, the commenter’s assertion 
that the Alternative 3 Laguna Beach SMR/SMCA is environmentally superior is 
unsubstantiated. The boundary options proposed as part of the IPA represent a broad 
selection of possible boundary options. The IPA and each of the alternatives meet the SAT 
guidance for network design. No changes to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response to Comment A88_ii-3: Comment noted. The Commission appreciates the 
information the commenter provides on the unique biological and geomorphologic conditions 
surrounding the Laguna Beach areas of Orange County. However, following State CEQA 
Guidelines, it is only where the proposed Project would result in adverse changes to the 
environment that these issues are relevant and analyzed. The information provided by the 
commenter does not fundamentally alter the analysis of the Draft EIR, therefore no changes 
to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response to Comment A88_ii-4: Comment noted. CEQA analysis is intended to 
report the environmental impacts of the proposed Project. It is not the intent of CEQA to 
demonstrate the value of unique habitats. No changes to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response to Comment A88_ii-5: The commenter’s claim that “[o]mitting the South 
Laguna subregion…diminishes the likelihood of a successful MPA network” is 
unsubstantiated. The IPA meets the SAT guidelines for a network under each of the 
boundary options. 

Response to Comment A88_ii-6: Comment noted. See response to Comment 
A88_ii-2. 

Response to Comment A88_ii-7: The comment suggests that the baseline data for 
South Laguna need to include the native kelp forests in the area. The importance of kelp 
forests as highly productive marine habitats is widely acknowledged, and conserving these 
key communities is among the MPA design guidelines for the SCSR established by the 
Science Advisory Team. Section 7.1.2 of the Draft EIR describes the general state of this 
resource within the SCSR, including anthropogenic declines, areas where kelp forests persist, 
and locations (including Laguna Beach) where kelp forest restoration efforts have occurred. 
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SOUTH COAST MARINE PROTECTED AREAS PROJECT 
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

 

P:\28907149 RLFF South Coast MPA EIR\600 DLVR\601 - URS Prepared\__FEIR 11-2010\`Vol 4` Comments and Responses\Responses\05_Organizations Responses Compiled.doc 9090 

Kelp beds off Laguna Beach are illustrated graphically in the Draft EIR on Figure 7-10. 
Thus, although the description of the existing environment in the Draft EIR does not address 
kelp forests at South Laguna in a dedicated subsection, the Commission is aware of these 
resources, and potential impacts to kelp forests were considered in the CEQA analysis in 
Section 7.1.3 of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment A88_ii-8: Comment noted. 

Response to Comment A88_ii-9: Comment noted. 

Response to Comment A88_ii-10: Comment noted. The Draft EIR does not find any 
negative impacts to recreation or land use from the proposed IPA or alternatives. See Section 
8.3. No changes to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response to Comment A88_ii-11: Comment noted. Alterations to regulatory 
language are beyond the scope of analysis required by CEQA; therefore, no changes to the 
Draft EIR are required. 

Response to Comment A88_ii-12: Comment noted. The Commission will determine 
the final boundary option to be included in the regulations. 

Response to Comment A88_ii-13: Comment noted. Inclusion of boundary options 
for Alternative 3 Laguna SMR does not fundamentally alter the impact analysis in the Draft 
EIR; therefore, no changes to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response to Comment A88_ii-14: Comment noted. The name South Laguna Beach 
refers to an existing marine protected area located offshore and not the onshore location of 
Laguna Beach. 

Response to Comment A88_ii-15: Comment noted. Input from local governance, the 
public, and stakeholders are considered through the public review and comment period of the 
EIR. Comments received from governing agencies, members of the public, and interested 
stake holders submitted through the public review and comment period from October 4, 
2010, and October 19, 2010, have all been considered and are addressed in this Final EIR, in 
addition to comments submitted in response to the Notice of Preparation for the Draft EIR, 
published on June 29, 2010. Further information on the intensive public process leading up to 
the design of the proposed Project is provided on Section 2.0 of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment A88_ii-16: The commenter does not provide evidence for the 
claim that proposed MPAs will shift fishing effort into South Laguna. Furthermore, as noted 
in Draft EIR Section 7.1.3.3, displacement of fishing effort and congestion in areas outside of 
MPAs are expected to have less than significant impacts to marine species populations and 
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habitats outside MPAs. See response to Comment A20_iii-1. No changes to the Draft EIR 
are required. 

Response to Comment A88_ii-17: The commenter provides no evidence that 
citywide boundaries are more enforceable than the boundary options of the IPA. See 
response to Comment A13-31 and Master Response 9. No changes to the Draft EIR are 
required. 

Response to Comment A88_ii-18: Comment noted. The proposed Project is not 
expected to have significant environmental impacts as a result of fisheries displacement; 
therefore, mitigation is not required. Because analysis of mitigation options is not required 
without a finding of significant impacts, no changes to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response to Comment A88_ii-19: The Draft EIR provides a thorough analysis of 
the IPA and alternatives. Further analysis of potential benefits of the Alternative 3 Laguna 
SMR will not fundamentally alter the impact analysis in the Draft EIR; therefore, no changes 
to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response to Comment A88_ii-20: Comment Noted. The information provided by 
the commenter does not fundamentally alter the analysis of the Draft EIR, therefore no 
changes to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response to Comment A88_ii-21: The Integrated Preferred Alternative was 
designed by the Blue Ribbon Task Force as a compromise to balance the interests of 
stakeholders. The commenter does not provide evidence that the proposed Project or 
alternatives will impose negative discriminatory impacts; therefore, no changes to the Draft 
EIR are required. See Master Response 6. 

Response to Comment A88_ii-22: The commenter’s assertion that MPA options will 
decimate sea life and native kelp forests is unfounded. See response to Comment A88_ii-16. 

Response to Comment A88_ii-23: Comment noted. 
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Responses to Comment Letter A89_ii  

Response to Comment A89_ii-1: Several commenters requested an extension of the 
EIR comment period, and also complained of deficiencies in the Notice of Preparation and 
Notice of Availability. Although these comments do not raise significant environmental 
issues with the Draft EIR, the Commission notes that the original 45 day comment period 
was extended by the Fish and Game Commission to 60 days on September 29, 2010, and that 
the purpose of the NOP is only to facilitate interagency coordination (14 CCR §15375). 
CEQA requires only substantial compliance with notice requirements, and this was achieved 
(see, e.g. Public Resources Code §21092(b)(2).) Local residents including the homeowners 
of the Cojo-Jalama and Hollister ranches were provided information on the MPA project. 
MPA project information was distributed to the management companies and to the agents at 
the gate of both the Hollister and Bixby ranch properties. Numerous open houses and 
outreach efforts were conducted in the City of Santa Barbara. 

Outreach activities relevant to the Santa Barbara/Gaviota area: MLPA Initiative open house 
in Santa Barbara, June 23, 2008; direct email to Hollister Ranch Conservancy, February 6, 
2009. No reply received via email; MLPA Initiative brochures are left at guard gate for 
distribution, February 17, 2009; Alicia Woodcock of Hollister Ranch contacted by MLPA 
Initiative staff on February 27, 2009 regarding a presentation to Hollister Ranch community. 
BRTF meeting held in Santa Barbara, February 26, 2009; RSG member Jenn Feinberg gave a 
presentation to the Hollister Ranch residents on March 7, 2009; RSG member Greg Helms 
received contact from Mark Chaconas of Cojo-Jalama Ranch, and had an extended 
conversation about the MPA process in August/September, 2009; second open house in 
Santa Barbara, July 9, 2009; RSG member Greg Helms conducted extensive outreach to 
Gaviota Coast conservation organizations regarding Gaviota-area marine protected areas 
planning via a high-profile web presence including caloceans.org, a Facebook page, and 
other social networking sites; Greg Helms routinely emailed a ~700 member list of Santa 
Barbara area residents regarding MLPA planning; Conservation organizations placed 
numerous notices, opinion editorials regarding the MLPA in local press and online news 
sources; RSG member Greg Helms had at least two lengthy conversations with Hollister 
Ranch Environmental Director Anne Coates; Santa Barbara Channel Keeper held numerous 
discussions regarding MPA placement on the Gaviota Coast with Hollister Ranch area 
residents serving on their board; Local newspapers carried numerous articles and updates 
regarding south coast MLPA effort including proposed MPA sites and locations; MLPA 
Initiative released extensive press releases regarding public meetings, open houses and 
events. 

Advertisements were placed in the Santa Barbara free press notifying the public of the 
preparation of an Environmental Impact Report and asking for public input; the NOP notice 
was distributed to interested parties via extensive emailing. The content of the NOP was 
sufficient to allow the public and public agencies the opportunity to provide comment on the 
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issues of concern to them. The Commission received 78 comments in response to the NOP. 
Also the decision to conduct a public scoping meeting was made after the issuance of the 
written NOP and was made in response to public demand to conduct a public scoping 
comment hearing. All scoping hearing and written comments are available upon request. A 
notice was posted at the Department’s Santa Barbara Office and indicated that the office 
would be closed to the public between September 22nd and late November due to a staffing 
shortage, but provided detailed contact information for the Department’s open offices in Los 
Alamitos, CA. 

Calls about the SCSR CEQA process were directed to Mr. Thomas Napoli at the 
Department’s Los Alamitos office. 

Response to Comment A89_ii-2: CEQA does not require a formal response to NOP 
comments, but it does require a formal response to comments on the Draft EIR. Comments 
received during public scoping were reviewed, and changes were made to the Draft EIR in 
response to comments made. See response to Comment A41_ii-6.  

Response to Comment A89_ii-3: There were 39 copies of the Draft EIR distributed 
to public locations throughout the region for public review (see http://www.dfg.ca.gov/mlpa/ 
pdfs/impact_sc/locations.pdf). The Draft EIR was also posted on the Department’s website 
for public review. The Notice of Availability, released on August 18, 2010, states: “A copy 
of the Draft EIR can be located on the Department’s website at http://www.dfg.ca.gov/ 
mlpa/regulatorydocs_sc.asp. A printed copy of the Draft EIR and all reference documents are 
available for review during regular business hours at the Department Marine Region offices 
listed below. Copies will also be made available at various local libraries which are listed on 
the Department’s website above.” No reasonable requests were made to the Department to 
review the reference documents. Regarding the Santa Barbara office, notice was posted on 
the door that there were no general office hours and included instruction about who to call for 
help. Also the Draft EIR and Notice of Availability provide the names of the Department 
contacts. Only one person contacted the Department with a request to view reference 
information. This request was forwarded two days before the close of the comment period 
which was insufficient time to coordinate the information request with the Santa Barbara 
office. 

Response to Comment A89_ii-4: The Draft EIR comment period was 60 days which 
was sufficient time to review the material presented. 

Response to Comment A89_ii-5: Comment noted. 

Response to Comment A89_ii-6: Baseline condition were presented within the 
environmental setting portion of the Draft EIR in Sections 6, 7, and 8 of the document. 
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Response to Comment A89_ii-7: The commenter asserts that fishing activity within 
the proposed Point Conception SMR is light. Assuming that this is the case, impacts 
associated with the displacement of this activity to other areas within the SCSR would be 
correspondingly small and less than significant. A description for the need for this MPA and 
the benefits expected to the network from inclusion of this MPA can be found at 
http://www.dfg.ca.gov/mlpa/pdfs/binders_sc/b1pv.pdf. 

Response to Comment A89_ii-8: Comment is unclear. 

Response to Comment A89_ii-9: See response to Comment A95_ii-15 and Master 
Response 7. 

Response to Comment A89_ii-10: See response to Comment A95_ii-15 and Master 
Response 7. 

Response to Comment A89_ii-11: The adoption of regulations that are the subject of 
the proposed Project IPA will be completed by the Commission consistent with the 
requirement of the California Administrative Procedures Act, the California Environmental 
Quality Act, the Marine Life Protections Act and related statutes. No other Federal or State 
permits or approvals are necessary to adopt the proposed regulations. No other environmental 
review and consultation requirements are required by federal, state or local laws, regulations 
or policies. 

Response to Comment A89_ii-12: Comment A89_ii-12 has a number of subsections, 
and has been divided as such (12a-12n) for the sake of clarity in the response. 

Response to Comment A89_ii-12(a): The comment asserts that the Draft EIR fails 
to provide an adequate description of the project as required by the State CEQA Guidelines. 
This comment is intended to introduce the comments that follow, and is not detailed enough 
to facilitate a specific response. For responses related to the adequacy of the project 
description in the Draft EIR, please refer to Responses A89_ii-12(b) through (m). 

Response to Comment A89_ii-12(b): The comment contends that the Draft EIR is 
unclear regarding the existing regulations at the various MPA locations. However, contrary 
to this assertion, the Draft EIR clearly communicates the Commission’s existing MPA 
regulations in a number of ways, to facilitate public understanding. First, for each proposed 
MPA, the Project Description in the Draft EIR (Section 3.5) identifies the occurrence of an 
existing MPA (if any) at the location in question, and summarizes any proposed changes in 
MPA boundaries, take regulations, or regulations on other activities. Second, the No Project 
Alternative (retention of the existing MPA regulations without modification) in Section 10.0 
of the Draft EIR describes the existing regulations for each of the MPAs within the SCSR. 
Cross-references to this information are provided in the Project Description. Finally, to 
promote greater public interpretation of the proposed boundary changes, the Draft EIR 
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includes a series of maps (for example, see Figure 3-2 and closer-scale figures in Appendix 
A) which display the existing and proposed MPA boundaries graphically, using color coding 
to distinguish between different types of MPAs. Most readers will probably find this material 
to be more intuitive than the text-based lists of latitude and longitude coordinates that define 
MPA boundaries in the existing regulations. 

Response to Comment A89_ii-12(c): The comment contends that the Draft EIR 
never makes clear what objectives, management measures, and enforcement will be 
implemented at the various proposed MPAs, and how these differ from baseline conditions. 
See response to Comment A13-31 and Master Response 9. 

Response to Comment A89_ii-12(d): The comment states that the MPA definitions 
provided in Section 3.0 (Project Description) of the Draft EIR display considerable flexibility 
in the allowed and prohibited uses within MPAs; further, the comment asserts that the project 
is not adequately defined. The MPA descriptions in the Draft EIR cited by the commenter 
summarize the legal definitions of the various MPA designations codified at Section 36700 
of the California Public Resources Code. These definitions allow for considerable flexibility 
in the terms and conditions governing some types of MPAs (SMCAs and SMPs in 
particular), so that the designations may be successfully applied to areas with diverse 
conservation needs. However, the descriptions of the various MPA categories do not 
constitute the extent of the Draft EIR’s description of the proposed regulatory action. Section 
3.5 of the Draft EIR provides specific descriptions of the boundary changes, changes in take 
regulations, and changes in other regulated activities for each MPA proposed. These 
descriptions provide far greater detail than the introductory summaries of the MPA categories 
cited by the commenter, and it is the detailed description of the proposed regulations that 
formed the basis for the analysis in the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment A89_ii-12(e): The comment states that enforcement of the 
expanded regulations will be necessary to implement the proposed Project, but is not 
guaranteed by the Project. See response to Comment A13-31 and Master Response 9. 

Response to Comment A89_ii-12(f): The comment restates information from 
Section 2.0 of the Draft EIR (Project Background) related to the types of MPAs and the 
flexibility offered by some of the designation categories, and asserts that the description of 
the proposed Project in the Draft EIR is unclear and fluid. As stated in Response A89_ii-
12(d), Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR provides a complete, detailed, and stable description of 
the precise MPA boundaries and regulations proposed, and this description provides far 
greater detail than the summary descriptions of MPA types cited by the commenter. 

Response to Comment A89_ii-12(g): The comment describes a variety of types of 
MPAs, Marine Managed Areas, and other areas closed to fishing, and claims that the Draft 
EIR does not describe how the proposed regulatory changes will interact with these various 
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designations where they occur within the SCSR. As described in Section 3.0 of the Draft 
EIR, the proposed regulatory action would revise the Commission’s existing regulations at 
14 CCR Part 632 governing MPAs within the SCSR. Regulations governing Ecological 
Reserves are in a separate Part (Part 630) of the CCR, and would not be modified by the 
proposed Project. In instances where a geographic area would fall within both an MPA and 
an Ecological Reserve, the discussions in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR identify the allowed 
and prohibited uses in light of the fact that restrictions related to the existing Ecological 
Reserve designation would remain effective. 

As the Commission lacks the statutory authority to issue regulations superseding or 
contravening the regulations of other federal or state agencies, all laws, regulations, and 
authorizations issued by other agencies affecting uses within MPAs would remain effective 
after implementation of the proposed Project. Some examples within the SCSR include 
federal military closures off San Clemente Island, existing offshore oil and gas development 
leases issued to private parties by the State Lands Commission, and permits allowing the 
continuing operation of effluent outfall structures. Particularly prominent permitted uses 
within proposed MPAs are described in the location-specific descriptions in Section 3.5 of 
the Draft EIR; however, all uses authorized by other federal or state agencies would be 
allowed to continue under the new regulations.  

Response to Comment A89_ii-12(h): The comment notes that the Bolsa Chica SMP 
and Bolsa Chica Basin SMCA are located within the Bolsa Chica Ecological Reserve, and 
contends that “the incremental impact on regulation of the proposed Project is not clear from 
the project description.” The Commission interprets this comment to assert that, since the 
Bolsa Chica Estuary is currently within an SMP, as well as an ecological reserve designated 
pursuant to 14 CCR Part 630, confusion exists as to which regulations would change and 
which would remain effective. As described more fully in Response A89_ii-12(g) above, the 
proposed regulatory action by the Commission would be limited to revising the regulations at 
14 CCR Part 632 related to MPAs in the SCSR. All other applicable regulations would 
remain. A description of the proposed changes at the Bolsa Chica location, including a 
description of the existing SMP and ecological reserve, the precise take regulations under 
consideration, and a statement describing those regulatory requirements that would remain 
unchanged, is presented in sections 3.5.13 and 3.5.14 of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment A89_ii-12(i): The comment points out that the Crystal Cove 
SMCA is also designated as an Area of Special Biological Significance by the State Water 
Resources Control Board. As described more fully in Response A89_ii-12(g) above, the 
proposed regulatory action by the Commission would be limited to revising the regulations at 
14 CCR Part 632 related to MPAs in the SCSR, and all other applicable regulations would 
remain effective. Thus, the Commission’s proposed regulatory action would not diminish the 
protection or importance conferred upon the Crystal Cove location by the existing ASBS 
designation. 
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Response to Comment A89_ii-12(j): The comment asserts various deficiencies in 
the description of the proposed Point Conception SMR provided in the Draft EIR. Though 
short and simple, the proposed take regulations for the Point Conception SMR (described in 
Section 3.5.1 of the Draft EIR) are complete and accurate: under the proposed regulations, all 
take of living marine resources would be prohibited. As the proposed SMR would be a new 
addition to the MPA network, there are currently no MPA regulations in effect at that 
location; this is also made clear in Section 3.5.1 of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment A89_ii-12(k): The comment asserts that the Draft EIR fails 
to describe how monitoring of the proposed Point Conception SMR may increase human 
presence in this remote area, thereby contravening the protection that is desired and intended. 
For this contention to have merit, the human presence associated with monitoring this MPA 
(human presence added by the Project) would have to exceed the human presence displaced 
from the SMR by the Project. Project-related increases in human presence due to monitoring 
efforts would not be sufficient to offset displacement of these consumptive users from the 
proposed SMR, and the proposed Project would therefore result in a reduction in human 
presence. 

Response to Comment A89_ii-12(l): The comment contends that the project 
description in the Draft EIR is unclear and unstable, and references the proposed Kashtayit 
SMCA, which was recommended by stakeholders as an SMP. The proposed designation for 
this MPA was changed from SMP to SMCA to maintain consistency with the Commission’s 
statutory authority, which does not extend to the designation of SMPs. However, the 
proposed MPA boundaries and take restrictions, and proposed regulations on other activities, 
were unaffected by this change; the proposed SMCA differs from the SMP recommended by 
the stakeholders in name only. Should the State Park and Recreation Commission elect to re-
designate this MPA as an SMP at some future date, standard rulemaking procedures would 
apply, including environmental review as appropriate. However, for purposes of describing 
the proposed Project and evaluating impacts in the Draft EIR, the proposed boundaries and 
regulations are paramount. 

Response to Comment A89_ii-12(m): The comment contends that the adaptive 
management program described in the Draft EIR makes it unclear how regulations may 
change, and that this information is crucial for evaluating impacts. Although adaptive 
management is a tool that could potentially be used by the Commission to improve 
underperforming MPAs, the exact future circumstances which might necessitate regulatory 
changes, and the nature of any changes needed, cannot currently be known without resorting 
to speculation. However, if substantial revisions are proposed in the future, public comment 
and environmental review would occur as prescribed by law. Thus, any unforeseen future 
changes to the MPA regulations would not result in unaddressed environmental impacts. The 
description of the proposed Project in Section 3.0 of the Draft EIR provides a complete, 
stable, and accurate description of the regulatory changes presently proposed. 

278



SOUTH COAST MARINE PROTECTED AREAS PROJECT 
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

 

P:\28907149 RLFF South Coast MPA EIR\600 DLVR\601 - URS Prepared\__FEIR 11-2010\`Vol 4` Comments and Responses\Responses\05_Organizations Responses Compiled.doc 9999 

Response to Comment A89_ii-12(n): The comment asserts that the project 
description in the Draft EIR is inaccurate, unstable, incomplete, and unclear. The comment 
serves to culminate the discussion of the project description contained in earlier comments, 
and lacks sufficient detail to facilitate a specific response. For responses related to the 
adequacy of the project description in the Draft EIR, please refer to responses A89_ii(b) 
through (m) above. 

Response to Comment A89_ii-13: The current regulations take into account the 
existing uses within the SCSR. Future uses are speculative. The commenter notes that limited 
number of individual use the areas within the area of their concern. As such any displacement 
related adverse environmental impacts would be small and less than significant. Also the 
proposed Project IPA is not a development project and the cases cited do not provide 
clarification of the commenters assertions regarding the Draft EIR for the proposed Project 
IPA. The Commission notes that extensive outreach efforts were conducted within the Santa 
Barbara areas and to the Hollister and Cojo-Jalama Ranches. The comments submitted are 
directed toward decisions and discussion that were made during the design phase of the MPA 
project. The design criteria and evaluations performed during the design phase satisfy the 
requirements of CEQA to evaluate feasible alternatives. However, the reevaluation of these 
feasibility conclusions are not the subject of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR is intended to 
analyze the direct and indirect adverse physical environmental impacts of implementing the 
proposed Project IPA or alternatives. Commenter’s data presented in regard to design and 
operation of the MPA network will be submitted to the Commission for review and 
consideration of which MPA alternative may be adopted. 

Response to Comment A89_ii-14: See response to A89_ii-9.  

Response to Comment A89_ii-15: This comment is relevant to the discussion 
conducted during the design phase of the MPA process and does not go to the adequacy of 
the Draft EIR. The comments will be forward to the Commission for their consideration. 
However, the Draft EIR did incorporate the best readily available scientific information. 
(CDFC §2855(a), CDFGC §2856(a)). 

Response to Comment A89_ii-16: Comment noted. 

Response to Comment A89_ii-17: The commenter does not explain how the 
proposed Project IPA would result in significant noise impacts nor do they point to any 
evidence that would help the Commission determine if the conclusions of the Draft EIR are 
correct or not. 

Comment A89_ii-18 has a number of subsections, and has been divided as such (18a–18w) 
for the sake of clarity in the response.  
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Response to Comment A89_ii-18(a): This comment is a general argument that the 
Draft EIR Air Quality section underestimates air emissions increases from commercial 
fishing vessels. See Master Response 10 regarding this issue. 

Response to Comment A89_ii-18(b): This comment argues that recreational fishing 
and recreational vessel operations will also increase travel distances and air emissions. See 
Master Response 10 regarding the matter of recreational fishing vessels. The MPA 
restrictions do not prohibit transit or access, include any no-entry or complete restriction 
zones, and therefore will have no negative effect on non-consumptive recreational boating. 

Response to Comment A89_ii-18(c): This comment objects to the identification of 
potential increases in marine vessel transit distances as the primary source of potential air 
emission increases. See Master Response 10 regarding this issue. 

Response to Comment A89_ii-18(d): This comment references non-consumptive 
recreational boating as discussed in Section 6.3 of the Draft EIR, as a potential source of 
increased air emissions. The Draft EIR does not “admit” that the project will result in 
“increased use of motor boats by non-consumptive recreational users…” as claimed in the 
comment. In fact, the referenced discussion states exactly the opposite, noting (with 
emphasis added) that “…these impacts are not expected to substantially degrade water 
quality, because non-consumptive use that does not have the potential for take is not affected 
by this regulation would still be allowed to continue.” 

Response to Comment A89_ii-18(e): This comment argues that detailed recreational 
movement data are available from a wide range of sources. See Master Response 10 
regarding this issue. 

Response to Comment A89_ii-18(f): As noted in the Master Response 10, the Draft 
EIR does include a discussion of recreational users, and much more information on this topic 
is available in the SCSR Regional Profile (Department 2009). The available data regarding 
recreational activities were reviewed and used in the preparation of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment A89_ii-18(g): This comment faults the Draft EIR for failing 
to speculate about increases in terrestrial travel distances associated with shore-based 
recreational fishing. Master Response 10 addresses this issue. 

Response to Comment A89_ii-18(h): The Draft EIR did not improperly compare 
emissions from non-commercial vessels with those from commercial ones, other than to state 
the fact that emissions from engines powering the former are substantially less than those for 
the latter. The reference to the Carl Moyer program in the Draft EIR was correct in saying 
that it helps to reduce marine vessel emissions, but that program is not a substantial factor in 
this regard so the text of the Final EIR has been modified to avoid any confusion. The change 
does not alter any aspect of the analysis or conclusions in the EIR. 
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Response to Comment A89_ii-18(i): This comment argues that there is no evidence 
to support the statement in the Draft EIR: “[e]ven if the recreational fleet doubled the number 
of trips and hours of the commercial fleet, the emissions expected to be produced as a result 
of the proposed Project IPA would be less than existing significance thresholds.” As noted in 
the Master Response 10, the referenced statement has been deleted from the Final EIR for 
reasons unrelated to this comment. With respect to the comment, evidence for the conclusion 
is within the EIR itself, in two respects. First, on a per hour or per mile basis there is no 
dispute that the average NOx emissions from typically smaller, and often gasoline powered, 
recreational marine engines are less than those from commercial fishing vessel diesel 
engines. Second, the results for the combined commercial and CPFV operations presented in 
Table 6.1-5 of the Draft EIR show that under the worst possible result (NOx emissions in the 
South Coast Air Quality Management District) the maximum daily increase in NOx 
emissions would be substantially less than the applicable significance threshold. With little or 
no change in recreational fishing vessel travel distances anticipated, there would be no 
significant impact. The commenter may have intended to argue that there is no evidence to 
support the statements in the Draft EIR to the effect that there would be little or no increases 
in recreational fishing vessel traffic or trip distances. The primary line of evidence supporting 
this assumption is the fact that the locations of the proposed MPAs were specifically chosen 
to avoid the most productive recreational fishing areas in proximity to the recreational boat 
harbors in the SCSR. This topic is discussed in more detail in the Master Response 10. 

Response to Comment A89_ii-18(j): This comment notes that the Draft EIR does 
not provide evidence regarding how the number and length of trips for commercial and 
recreational vessels compare with one another. Trip data for commercial fishing vessels in 
the SCSR is provided in the Draft EIR in Appendix C-1, Table A-4, which includes records 
of slightly less than 30,000 commercial trips during 2008. Although specific trip distances 
are not computed in Appendix C-1, they could be estimated because the table does include 
port of origin and the fishing block identifier for each operation. The total trip distances, 
however, are not the desired result in this analysis. Instead, the assumed effect of the project 
would be an incremental increase in trip distances and this is what is estimated in the 
Appendix and discussed in the EIR. Similar data have not been compiled for recreational 
fishing activity, but some information from earlier (2007) California Recreational Fishing 
Surveys is available and is presented in the SCSR Regional Profile (Department 2009). This 
includes numbers of trips throughout the region, and mapping of the relative productivity of 
recreational fishing grounds within the region, but no specific data on trip origins or 
distances. Perhaps these could be estimated assuming an origin distribution that was 
proportional to the numbers of craft or slips in each harbor, and assuming trip distances to the 
nearest recreational fishing ground. As with commercial trips, however, the issue is not total 
trip distance but rather the increment by which such distances might change. Since the 
locations of the MPAs were chosen in part to avoid the most productive recreational fishing 
areas, and instead were placed on less productive areas at greater distances from harbors, it is 
counterintuitive to assume that a recreational fisherman would choose to travel a greater 
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distance to reach a less productive fishing area. This is why the Draft EIR analysis is 
reasonable in assuming little or no change in trip distances chosen by recreational vessels. 
With this assumption, the numbers of recreational trips are less important. For information, 
however, these can be found in the SCSR Regional Profile (Department 2009), in Table 5.6-
4. Overall, in 2007, there were almost 3 million recreational fishing trips or events estimated. 
Of these, slightly over 2 million were shore-based and about 400,000 were CFPV individual 
trips. That leaves a bit less than 500,000 recreational vessel trips, and this number includes 
kayaks and other non-motorized vessels. 

Response to Comment A89_ii-18(k): The referenced qualitative comparison in the 
Draft EIR (doubling the emissions increases estimated for the commercial and CPFV trip 
increases would still not exceed the closest significance threshold) was not intended 
specifically to suggest that this was the exact size of increase that might be attributable to 
recreational vessel use. As noted in the Master Response 10, this statement has been removed 
from the Final EIR. Comment and Response (i) above address the same issue. This comment 
(k) also suggests that commercial fleet travel distances might also be tripled, quadrupled, or 
increased more by the proposed MPAs. As noted in the Master Response 10, most 
commercial fishing operations will not be affected at all by the proposed MPAs. Of those that 
might be, the procedure for estimating altered distances was used in the EIR for the North 
Central Coast MPAs. The Master Response 10 also discusses the difficulty in making such 
estimates and mentions several alternate possible approaches, none of which would yield a 
substantially different result. This comment provides no support whatsoever for the 
speculation that the fleet travel distances would increase by 3x, 4x, or more. 

Response to Comment A89_ii-18(l): The possibility of a decline in the number of 
fishing vessels or trips remains, but is not an assumption or conclusion of the Draft EIR. This 
was the assumption used by Ecotrust (2010) in their estimate of the fiscal effect of the 
project, but for that issue such an assumption is justifiable as being a worst case. 

Response to Comment A89_ii-18(m): The issue of recreational fishing trips is 
discussed in Master Response 10. The same arguments in this comment (m) were raised in 
comments (b), (e), (f), (i), (j), and (k) above. 

Response to Comment A89_ii-18(n): The comparison in the comment suggesting a 
20-fold increase in fishing area restrictions and equivalent increase in commercial fishing 
operations is discussed in the Master Response 10. 

Response to Comment A89_ii-18(o): The “five projects” throughout California 
referenced in the comment are the five regional areas within which the MLPA program 
required by state law is being implemented. The comment implies that simply by adding up 
the plane areas of the MPAs along the California coast there will somehow be significant 
adverse effects. What the comment fails to acknowledge is that as you expand the geography 
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to include MPAs within other regions, you are also including much larger portions of the 
coast and nearshore waters which will have no restrictions. There is no indication that any of 
the potential environmental effects in the SCSR region will be significant impacts. Other than 
potential ecological interactions that might be associated with the intended beneficial effects 
of the entire program, there is no indication that there would be any overlapping, additive, or 
otherwise cumulative effects of a negative nature. This comment again mentions recreational 
fishing travel, both marine and terrestrial, which are addressed in Master Response 10. 

Response to Comment A89_ii-18(p): This comment is correct in saying the Draft 
EIR suggestion that the project may contribute to a decline in the number of fishing vessels is 
not supported. While there has been a decline in the number of fishing vessels, and while the 
fiscal analysis prepared by Ecotrust (2010) assumed a further reduction in commercial 
fishing as noted in response (l) above, there is no reason to suggest an additional decline in 
the number of fishing vessels will be caused by the project. Where it occurred in the Draft 
EIR, the statement was not related to the discussion of conformance with the Clean Air Plan 
so it has been deleted in the Final EIR. This change does not affect the analysis or conclusion 
of the EIR relative to air quality. 

Response to Comment A89_ii-18(q): This comment now changes logic from all 
previous comments in this series, and suggests that the project may result in a decrease in the 
level of effort for fishermen to reach productive grounds due to improvement in the overall 
SCSR fishery. The comment confounds increased fish population with increased fisherman 
population, or at least increased fisherman activity. In the event the MLPA program achieves 
the desired result and fish populations increase and stabilize and become more accessible to 
both commercial and recreational fishermen, one would expect two results: (1) shorter 
fishing trips with (2) greater success with each trip. To suggest that these results would 
ultimately cause a long-term increase in numbers of fishing trips and effort—beyond that 
which would occur under existing conditions—is entirely speculative. 

Response to Comment A89_ii-18(r): The closing comment in this paragraph 
accuses the Draft EIR of speaking with a “forked tongue” and suggests that if the project 
were successful and fishing stocks increase, there would also be a substantial increase in the 
numbers of vessel and terrestrial trips for commercial and recreational fishing. Response (q) 
above addresses this item. 

Response to Comment A89_ii-18(s): The issue of how the EIR treats non-
commercial fishing vessels and shore-based recreational fishing is discussed in the Master 
Response 10. Response (j) above also addresses the issue of recreational fishing vessel trips. 

Response to Comment A89_ii-18(t): A common practice in air quality analysis is to 
base the conclusion regarding a project’s contribution towards cumulative air quality impacts 
on two results: (1) the significance of its project-specific effects, and (2) its conformance 
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with the applicable Clean Air Plan. That is, if an action will have a project-specific air quality 
impact (i.e. surpass a specific threshold and thus contribute towards violation of an ambient 
air quality standard) then it is concluded that it will also contribute towards a significant 
cumulative impact. Also, if a project is inconsistent with assumptions and programs 
identified in an applicable Clean Air Plan it may also be determined to contribute towards a 
significant cumulative impact. The proposed Project IPA would have neither of these project-
specific impacts, and thus would not contribute towards cumulative air quality impacts. The 
presentation of data to show proportionate contributions to basin-wide emissions is a 
common practice in air quality analysis, and is still requested by some air districts, but it is 
more for information than as a basis for analysis. The text of the EIR in Criterion AIR-3 has 
been revised to clarify this discussion. The change does not alter the analysis or the 
conclusion of the air quality section. 

Response to Comment A89_ii-18(u): The referenced presentation in the Draft EIR 
was not intended to trivialize the effect of the project. Response (t) above provides an 
additional explanation of this issue. The comment is correct in saying that a discussion of 
cumulative effects must address combined effects of all other projects in a region. In air 
quality analyses this is often accomplished by presenting regional data or projections of 
basin-wide air emissions. 

Response to Comment A89_ii-18(v): The comment is correct in noting that a simple 
estimate of a project’s proportionate contribution is not the only consideration in determining 
its cumulative impact. The issue is not simple, and the statute (13 PRC 21083(b)(2)) and 
guidelines (14 CCR 15064(h)) of CEQA devote attention to the matter of how to judge if a 
project’s contribution towards a cumulative effect is “cumulatively considerable” or a 
significant impact. It is also reasonable to recognize that the more severe existing 
environmental problems are, the lower the individual threshold should be. Simply because 
the total numbers are big, however, does not necessarily mean that a project’s contribution 
towards a significant effect represents a cumulative impact. This direction is explicitly in the 
CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15064(h)(4): 

The mere existence of significant cumulative impacts caused by other projects alone 
shall not constitute substantial evidence that the proposed Project’s incremental 
effects are cumulatively considerable. 

Responses (t) and (u) above provide more information on this issue. 

Response to Comment A89_ii-18(w): The issue of terrestrial recreational fishing is 
discussed in Master Response 10. No significant changes in shore-based recreational fishing 
are anticipated, and the clarification presented in responses (t) and (u) apply to this comment 
as well. 
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Response to Comment A89_ii-19-(a): The comment argues that the Draft EIR use of 
the 2008 CARB interim GHG threshold is arbitrary, and instead an adopted threshold such as 
that used by BAAQMD should be used. The largest and most affected air basin related to the 
project is the SCAQMD. As noted in Section 6.2.1.3 in the EIR, when SCAQMD adopted 
their CEQA GHG threshold they considered the 2008 CARB significance threshold. For 
stationary sources (as opposed to land use and transportation related thresholds) both the 
CARB and SCAQMD GHG thresholds were designed to identify an emission value that 
would allow the CEQA review process to encompass (or “capture”) 90 percent of all point 
source emissions. For the state as a whole, CARB identified that value as 7,000 
MTCO2e/year. That is, industrial sources emitting more than this threshold value constitute 
90 percent of all industrial source GHG emissions in the state. SCAQMD used the same 
approach in establishing its threshold, but the value to encompass 90 percent of the industrial 
GHG emissions in its air basin is 10,000 MTCO2e/year. Thus, the CARB suggested CEQA 
threshold has the same basis or approach as that adopted by SCAQMD but is more 
conservative in the sense of identifying a potentially significant impact at a lower level of 
emissions. With respect to the BAAQMD, that air district used a similar approach for its 
point source threshold, but instead set the limit to encompass 95 percent of all GHG 
emissions from industrial sources in its air basin. For that region, the numerical value to 
accomplish this is also 10,000 MTCO2e/year. Again, the EIR use of the suggested CARB 
limit of 7,000 MTCO2e/year is more conservative. 

Response to Comment A89_ii-19-(b): The comment argues that the EIR presents no 
evidence to justify the use of the CARB industrial source threshold. Reference to a threshold 
or criteria adopted by another public agency is an accepted practice in environmental impact 
analysis. As described above in response A89_ii-19(A), the particular CARB 2008 threshold 
referenced in the EIR is more conservative than other equally reasonable thresholds. 

Response to Comment A89_ii-19-(c): The comment describes part of the process 
used by the BAAQMD in adopting its CEQA thresholds for GHG emissions in June 2010, 
and argues that the threshold must be directly linked to achieving a 30 percent reduction in 
emissions. In the two air basins cited, the adopted CEQA thresholds are linked to regional 
land use and transportation plans and other coordinated efforts to achieve compliance with 
GHG emissions targets. 

Response to Comment A89_ii-19-(d): The extended description of the GHG 
threshold development provided in this comment relates more to the regional land use 
planning and strategies for reducing surface transportation GHG emissions. These strategies, 
along with updated requirements for more fuel efficient vehicles, requirements for lower 
carbon footprint fuels, regulation of point sources, and other measures, are all modeled and 
evaluated as part of regional and statewide planning to achieve GHG emissions reductions in 
accordance with federal and state goals. For the identification of point source thresholds, 
CARB, BAAQMD, and SCAQMD all used the same simple procedure: they listed all of their 
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point sources in decreasing order of emissions, and then picked a limit above which 90 
percent of all GHG emissions were found (95 percent for BAAQMD). The stated intent of 
this process was to ensure that all available and practical GHG mitigation measures would be 
applied to as many large point sources as reasonably possible. These thresholds were not, as 
implied in the comment, directly related to achieving a specific GHG emission reduction in 
accordance with AB 32 or any other goal. The remaining part of the threshold logic is that 
sources with emissions below the threshold represent too small a fraction of overall 
emissions to warrant additional regulation. That is, emissions below the identified threshold 
are less than significant. 

Response to Comment A89_ii-19-(e): While it is true that a marine preservation 
project is not expected to have GHG emissions as high as those from industrial projects in the 
same region, the referenced threshold is an effective screening tool to help distinguish 
between those sources that may be potentially significant and other sources that are 
considered less than significant.  

Response to Comment A89_ii-19-(f): As explained above in Response A89_ii-
19(A), the 7,000 MTCO2e/year is not directly tied to an AB 32 reduction target, nor is it, or 
any other CEQA threshold, required to be. It is part of a broader regulatory and assessment 
system that is designed to achieve such goals. 

Response to Comment A89_ii-19-(g): The “second” argument summarizing this 
comment states that there is no basis for applying an industrial threshold to a marine 
preservation project. There is a longstanding pattern in many air districts and local 
governments throughout the state of applying point source standards developed in the air 
quality regulatory process to the evaluation of area-wide land development projects. The 
issue is not whether or not the exact project description fits, but rather whether or not the 
amount of emissions associated with the project would be a potential significant impact. 

Response to Comment A89_ii-19-(h): The final argument in this paragraph repeats 
the contention that there is no evidence to support the conclusion that emissions below the 
stated threshold would not result in a significant impact. At issue is whether a project-
specific effect on GHG emissions would be considered a significant impact. As explained in 
Response A89_ii-19(A) above, CARB, SCAQMD, and BAAQMD have all determined that 
point sources with emissions below their respective thresholds would not be considered a 
significant impact. Of these three suggested or adopted thresholds, that published by CARB 
(2008) is the lowest or most conservative. The comment has provided no evidence or 
additional information to suggest that the potential emissions from the project would 
represent a significant impact. 

Response to Comment A89_ii-19-(i): While AB 32 sets forth goals to reduce GHG 
emissions, it does not contain any specific plans or programs. The context of the cited 
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discussion in the EIR is whether or not the proposed project conflicts with any adopted plans, 
policies, or regulations, it does not. 

Response to Comment A89_ii-19-(j): Comments regarding the general air quality 
methods are addressed in the Master Response 10, and in Response A89-II-18. The specific 
reference to “doubling” of effects as a way to compare non-CPFV recreational fishing effects 
to those of commercial fishing has been removed from the Final EIR. 

Response to Comment A89_ii-19-(k): The potential for the project to have 
“enormous impacts …because it will vastly expand…” Marine Protection Areas, is also 
addressed in Master Response 10. 

Response to Comment A89_ii-19-(l): There would be no anticipated changes in 
GHG or other emissions within Ventura County because the proposed project includes no 
changes that would affect Ventura County. The anticipated effects with Santa Barbara 
County are smaller than those in the SCAQMD and in San Diego County because the overall 
level of activity, measured as total population, commercial fishing trips, CPFV activity, or by 
other means, is relatively lower in Santa Barbara County. 

Response to Comment A89_ii-19-(m): This comment argues that the EIR does not 
consider GHG or other air emissions associated with recreational fishing, terrestrial travel, or 
other activities. The Draft EIR did consider these effects, but in a qualitative fashion. For a 
variety of reasons, the potential effects of the project on vessel and vehicle emissions from 
these activities are expected to be very small. This issues is explained in more detail in 
Master Response 10, and in Responses A89_ii-18 (I), (J), and (K). 

Response to Comment A89_ii-19-(n): This comment correctly notes that a source or 
reference for the results in Table 6.2-1 was not provided in the Draft EIR. As with the 
corresponding information in the Air Quality Section 6.1, this table was prepared from the 
calculations and results presented in Appendices C-1 and C-2. The results have been updated 
in the Final EIR, and the source has been noted in Table 6.2-1. The updated results do not 
change any of the other discussion or conclusions related to GHG emissions. 

Response to Comment A89_ii-19-(o): The potential for the project to expand kelp 
areas is clearly explained in Section 6.2.3.4, and is simple to understand: to the extent the 
project contributes to an increase in the population of lobster and sheephead, both predators 
of sea urchins that consume kelp, it may indirectly affect the abundance of kelp. Citations for 
the discussion are provided in the EIR section. Kelp growth may provide a temporary 
additional carbon sink, but the conclusions of the EIR related to the effects of the project on 
GHG emissions are not dependent on this effect. 

Response to Comment A89_ii-19-(p): The final argument in this comment makes 
reference to “…other biological impacts that can be expected to increase greenhouse gas 
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emissions.” While the comment provides no other evidence or information, it may be arguing 
that there would be a potential increase in GHG emissions associated with increased fish 
populations or other biological respiration. Natural biogenic sources of carbon dioxide are 
not at issue in the GHG and global climate change phenomena. It is true that respiration by 
fish (and all animals) will release carbon dioxide into natural systems including the 
atmosphere. That released carbon, however, will have been recently removed from the same 
natural systems by plants and is part of the natural carbon cycle. The introduction into the 
atmosphere of carbon dioxide from the burning of fossil fuels—substances that have 
contained carbon in a sequestered state for geological periods of time—and the introduction 
of new man-made organic and other compounds that act as GHG are the issue. Thus, the 
goals identified in AB 32, other legislation, governor’s executive orders, regulations, 
transportation and land use plans, and environmental review processes, are all oriented 
towards identifying and reducing man-made GHG emissions. 

Response to Comment A89_ii-20 (general): The Commission has identified impacts 
that may be expected to occur from implementation of the proposed Project IPA. The 
proposed Project IPA recommends measures to avoid or fully mitigate any impacts that are 
inconsistent with the goals and guidelines of the MLPA. (FGC §2862). Comment 
mischaracterizes adaptive management. (See §2852(a)). (See also response to comment 
A31_ii-2). The comment regarding the uses and need for adaptive management is 
speculative. 

Regarding the assertion that the Draft EIR lacked evidence for the conclusion that increased 
boat traffic would not cause significant water quality impacts, the Commission disagrees. 
The analysis presented for Criterion WQ-2 in Section 6.3 of the Draft EIR points out that 
these impacts would be minor, because they would be caused only by increased distances 
travelled by motorized vessels engaged in consumptive uses (non-motorized vessels would 
not release hydrocarbons, and the proposed regulations would not displace non-consumptive 
users), and only under an unlikely accident or upset conditions. An evaluation of the 
Project’s potential to result in additional vessel accidents was presented in Section 7.4 of the 
Draft EIR. For more information regarding displacement of vessels, please refer to Master 
Response 10.  

Response to Comment A89_ii-20(a): Commenter states additional petroleum 
products discharged to ocean waters were not sufficiently addressed and the Draft EIR does 
not describe why impact is less than significant. 

Section 6.3.4 of the Draft EIR includes a discussion of the Project’s potential to cause water 
quality impacts by changing the use pattern of recreational users of the SCSR’s marine 
environment. In addition, shifts in boating associated with the prohibition of consumptive 
uses is described in this section. It is determined that the overall effect of these changes in 
use patterns is small when compared to the water quality concerns of 1) point source 
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wastewater (regulated industrial and municipal discharges); 2) non-point source discharges 
(e.g., stormwater discharges); 3) harmful algal blooms; 4) contaminated sediment; and 5) oil 
spills. Localized concentrations would not create significant water quality impacts. 

Response to Comment A89_ii-20(b): Commenter asserts that the Draft EIR does not 
discuss the number and size of the MPAs that are proposed to be removed or reduced in size. 
Figure 1-3 and Table 3-3 provide number and size of the MPAs that are proposed to be 
removed or reduced in size. 

Response to Comment A89_ii-20(c): Commenter asserts that the Draft EIR does not 
describe existing regulations. Section 8.3 Land Use includes existing regulations within the 
proposed Project IPA. 

Response to Comment A89_ii-20(d): Comment states the Draft EIR does not 
describe how any increase in boat traffic and associated discharge of pollutants could impact 
sensitive areas. Section 8.4 Vessel Traffic discusses boat traffic. 

Response to Comment A89_ii-20(e): Comment states that Adaptive Management is 
deferred mitigation. The proposed adaptive management is not mitigation, as there are no 
significant impacts to mitigate. Moreover, adaptive management as described in the Draft 
EIR is characterized in Section 3.6.1, as follows: 

“The MLPA also requires the adoption of a Marine Life Protection Program that 
includes provisions for monitoring, research, and evaluation at selected sites to 
facilitate adaptive management of MPAs, and to ensure that the new system meets the 
goals outlined by the MLPA (California Fish and Game Code §2853(C)(3)). In regard 
to MPAs, the MLPA defines adaptive management as a management policy that 
seeks to improve management of biological resources, particularly in areas of 
scientific uncertainty, by viewing program actions as tools for learning. Actions shall 
be designed so that they will provide useful information for future actions, even if 
they fail. In addition, actions will be designed to emphasize monitoring and 
evaluation so that the interaction of different elements within marine systems may be 
better understood (California Fish and Game Code Section 2852(a)).” 

Response to Comment A89_ii-20(f): The goals for the proposed Project IPA are set 
forth in the MLPA itself, and are reinforced in the Adopted Regional Goals and Objectives 
and Design and Implementation Considerations for the MLPA South Coast Study Region 
(Department 2009). These six goals are: 
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• Goal 1: To protect the natural diversity and abundance of marine life, and the structure, 
function, and integrity of marine ecosystems.1 

• Goal 2: To help sustain, conserve, and protect marine life populations, including those of 
economic value, and rebuild those that are depleted. 

• Goal 3: To improve recreational, educational, and study opportunities provided by marine 
ecosystems that are subject to minimal human disturbances, and to manage these uses in 
a manner consistent with protecting biodiversity. 

• Goal 4: To protect marine natural heritage, including protection of representative and 
unique marine life habitats in south coast California waters, for their intrinsic value. 

• Goal 5: To ensure that south coast California’s MPAs have clearly defined objectives, 
effective management measures, and adequate enforcement, and are based on sound 
scientific guidelines. 

• Goal 6: To ensure that the south coast’s MPAs are designed and managed, to the extent 
possible, as a component of a statewide network. 

The stated goals are not specific to water quality however, the goals stated include specific 
language to protect and sustain the marine habitats. 

Response to Comment A89_ii-21: The Commission believes that the analysis of 
biological impacts is sufficient. 

Response to Comment A89_ii-22: See response to Comment A13-31 and Master 
Response 9. 

Response to Comment A89_ii-23: The Comment does not go to the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. Comment noted. 

Response to Comment A89_ii-24: The commenter asserts that numerous problems 
are likely to occur as a result of the designation of MPAs within the SCSR. In a prior 
rulemaking the Commission created MPAs along the Northern Channel Islands. The impacts 
that this and other commenters have feared, such as significant impacts to vessel traffic and 
vessel safety, impacts to water quality, air quality and impacts to recreational facilities has 
not been observed. In addition, no significant cumulative impacts were observed to occur 
from the implementation of these MPA. 

Response to Comment A89_ii-25: The commenter suggests an editorial change that 
would not affect the meaning or adequacy of the Draft EIR. The text in question has been 
revised. 
                                                 
1 Natural diversity is the species richness of a community or area when protected from, or not subjected to, 

human-induced change. Natural abundance is the total number of individuals in a population. 
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Response to Comment A89_ii-26: Comment noted. 
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1933 Temple Ave 

          Signal Hill, CA 90755 
          Phone: (562) 494-9900 
          Fax: (562) 494-9980 
          
 
 
 
 
August 2, 2010 
 
MLPA SCSR DEIR 
Department of Fish and Game 
South Coast MLPA Office 
4665 Lampson, Suite C 
Los Alamitos, CA 92679 
 
RE:  CEQA Scoping Comment 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
On behalf of United Anglers of Southern California we would like to submit the following scoping 
comment. 
 
The Los Angeles metropolitan area is the 2nd largest metropolitan complex in the United States in terms 
of population.  Cities and state agencies within the metropolitan area expend huge sums procured from 
the state and federal governments to provide for open spaces, to enhance and maintain resources and 
to aid in the providing of recreational opportunities for the urban and suburban populations.   
 
The preferred option greatly limits access to the use of marine resources.  For example:  The marine 
reserve at Laguna Beach eliminates 96% of the popular maximum kelp habitat within 10 nautical miles of 
the mouth of Newport Harbor.  In addition shore access to the use of marine resources in the City of 
Laguna Beach is completely eliminated.  Very few public access points remain outside of Laguna Beach 
to the kelp resource and are more distant from nearby urban and suburban areas.  
 
In the City of Malibu marine closures eliminate over 2,000 off highway public parking spaces for access 
to the use of marine resources.  This loss comprises approximately 90% of the public off highway beach 
parking access available in the area.  In addition the closure at Zuma beach eliminates virtually all of the 
level or ramped public beach access important to the disabled to obtain access for the use of marine 
resources.  Zuma Beach is a prime destination from the suburban San Fernando Valley with too few 
alternatives available.  Other similar issues, such as the loss of overnight campground access to the use 
of marine resources, exist throughout the Los Angeles, Orange, and San Diego County areas that make 
up the extended metropolitan area.   
 
With videophilia a growing national health issue and its affects exaggerated in urban and suburban 
environments where fewer opportunities are available as an attractive alternative the following was 
published by MSNBC in February 2008. 

Camping, fishing and per capita visits to parks are all declining in a shift away from nature-based 
recreation, researchers report in Monday’s online edition of Proceedings of the National Academy of 
Sciences. 

“Declining nature participation has crucial implications for current conservation efforts,” wrote co-
authors Oliver R. W. Pergams and Patricia A. Zaradic. “We think it probable than any major decline  
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in the value placed on natural areas and experiences will greatly reduce the value people place on 
biodiversity conservation.” 

“The replacement of vigorous outdoor activities by sedentary, indoor videophilia has far-reaching 
consequences for physical and mental health, especially in children,” Pergams said in a statement. 
“Videophilia has been shown to be a cause of obesity, lack of socialization, attention disorders and 
poor academic performance.” 

The research was funded by The Nature Conservancy. 

By studying visits to national and state park and the issuance of hunting and fishing licenses the 
researchers documented declines of between 18 percent and 25 percent in various types of outdoor 
recreation. 

Many persons currently motivated to engage in healthy activities by opportunities for the use of marine 
resources in Malibu, Newport and Laguna and other places are already at the limit of their personal 
resources for transportation, parking, and available shore access to partake in the use of these 
resources.  Not everybody has the resources and the time to travel to more distant underutilized areas 
outside of the metropolis or the motivation to engage in more regimented alternatives.   
 
We understand the need for good and efficient fishery management to prevent overfishing; however, to 
the extent closures are utilized, these kinds of protections need to be carefully balanced with the access 
needed for the use of the expected improvement in marine resources by all, including the children, the 
disabled, and the less fortunate.  A thorough examination of this issue in CEQA will aid in ensuring 
environmental justice and help build a healthy society.  The citizens of the 2nd largest metropolitan area 
in the nation should expect no less. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Bob Osborn 
Fishery Consultant for United Anglers of Southern California 
 
Cc:   Thomas Napoli, Department of Fish and Game, by email 
 Adrianna Shea, Fish and Game Commission, by email 
 

A93_ii-2
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Responses to Comment Letter A93_ii 

Response to Comment A93_ii-1: Comment noted. Public access as in pertains to 
non-consumptive activities is not restricted by the proposed Project. Creation of no-take 
reserves is required under the MLPA.  

Response to Comment A93_ii-2: Comment noted. See response to Comment A93_i-
1. For a discussion of environmental justice, see Master Response 6. 
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Responses to Comment Letter A95_ii 

Response to Comment A95_ii-1: The commenter objects to any approval by the 
Commision of the proposed Project on the grounds that the Draft EIR is inadequate and 
incomplete. This comment is general in nature and serves to introduce the rest of the letter. 
This comment doesn’t include enough information to provide a specific response, however 
detailed responses to the commenter’s letter follow. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-2: This comment is not entirely clear. CEQA is not 
intended to reevaluate the design criteria for the proposed Project IPA or alternatives. CEQA 
is intended to inform decision makers of the potential adverse physical environmental 
impacts of their decision. In this regard, activities that will not be altered from existing 
conditions are considered baseline conditions, with no changes expected to result to those 
conditions from the implementation of the proposed Project. In the present case the proposed 
Project is not altering exempted activities and as such has no impacts on those activities that 
will not be regulated by the proposed Project IPA and no significant analysis is required by 
CEQA. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-3: See response to comment A95_ii-2. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-4: Where existing MPAs have been proposed for 
deletion adverse physical environmental impacts of these decisions have been analyzed. No 
changes to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-5: The Draft EIR analyzes the potential effects of the 
proposed MPAs on the environment, and not the environment on the MPAs. Additionally, 
existing activities that are regulated by other agencies are specifically exempted from the 
take restriction for MPAs within the proposed Project IPA, as explained in subsection 3.5 of 
the Draft EIR. Further, section 6.3.4 of the Draft EIR notes that: 

“Pre-existing activities and artificial structures including but NOT limited to 
wastewater outfalls, piers and jetties, maintenance dredging, and beach nourishment 
occur throughout the heavily urbanized southern south coast study region. These are 
activities that may result in incidental take. However, these activities are regulated by 
other federal, state, and local agencies, whose jurisdiction cannot be pre-empted 
through designation of MPAs under MLPA. These activities are specified within the 
proposed MPA regulations to make explicit that these regulated activities are allowed 
to continue under current permits.” 

Further, the Commission cannot predict what projects or activities may be proposed in the 
future at a given location and therefore only currently permitted activities have been included 
in the regulatory language for the proposed Project IPA. In the future, should a specific 
project be determined to result in take of marine species within an MPA, then at that time the 
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Department could be approached for authorization of the incidental take or the Commission 
could be approached to ask for changes to the conflicting regulations. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-6: Sea level rise is expected to occur over the next 
century and is likely to change the contour of the shoreline and the near shore ecosystems 
within the SCSR. The proposed Project IPA regulates the take of marine biological resources 
from marine waters in order to help reestablish fish populations and the natural ecosystem 
balance. Erosion of shoreline areas is a natural event and expected to occur even absent sea 
level rise. Sea level rise is expected to result in accelerated erosion but is not expected to be 
altered by the establishment of MPAs. Again impacts on the proposed Project from the 
environment are not subject to CEQA review. In this case placement of MPAs is not 
expected to have any significant effect on the changes that will occur as a result of sea level 
rise. Also, at the present time, the exact impacts to be expected from sea level rise and the 
responses of governments and private landowners is unascertainable and determining impacts 
of the current MPA network’s designation on these potential future activities is too 
speculative to provide guidance to the Commission on the decision to adopt or not adopt any 
particular MPA. 

Furthermore, the MPAs would allow the continuation of otherwise permitted existing uses 
and maintenance activities. Thus, existing beach enhancement programs, maintenance of 
breakwaters and jetties, and similar activities will continue. Of more importance, however, it 
is the policy in California that additional structures necessary to protect land from shoreline 
or bluff erosion, or from rising sea level, are generally not allowed. This principle is set forth 
in the California Coastal Act (20 PRC 30235), and implemented in regulations and in Local 
Coastal Programs. Essentially, seawalls, armoring, bluff protection, and similar structures are 
allowed only as a last resort to protect existing public or private improvements – not to 
protect vacant land or to allow for future development. The “geology reports” referenced in 
the comment are typically prepared to identify sufficient bluff top setbacks for new 
development to allow natural shoreline erosion processes to continue and to avoid the need 
for artificial erosion protection. If and when a seawall or bluff armoring project is proposed, 
its environmental review will have to address potential effects on marine resources with or 
without the presence of an adjacent MPA. Regulatory controls on the construction of such 
improvements are rigid, and the existence of an MPA in the vicinity is not likely to have any 
influence on the regulatory evaluation of the proposed structure unless it increases the 
potential for recreational fishing in conflict with the MPA. At that point, it is the 
responsibility of that project sponsor or Lead Agency to address the potential effects. 

Section 4.3 of the EIR briefly, and correctly, explains that the proposed MPAs will have no 
effects on these issues related to geology. No changes to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-7: The Draft EIR is correct. The five northernmost 
Channel Islands (San Miguel, Santa Rosa, Santa Cruz, Anacapa, and Santa Barbara islands) 
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are not included in the proposed Project IPA or alternative MPA proposals. Therefore, they 
are not analyzed in the Draft EIR and are part of the No Project Alternative as defined by 
CEQA (i.e., the status quo). No changes to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-8: There are a total of 42 existing MPAs in the South 
Coast Study Region (refer to Section 3.5 and Table 3-2); of these, 13 surround the five 
northernmost Channel Islands (San Miguel, Santa Rosa, Santa Cruz, Anacapa, and Santa 
Barbara). These MPAs were established by prior Commission rulemaking and have been 
subject to previous CEQA environmental review; thus, they will remain unchanged and are 
not included in the proposed Project IPA (see Section 3.1). However, as stated in Section 3.5, 
they are discussed in the Draft EIR to provide a contextual backdrop because they are 
geographically located in the South Coast Study Region. The remaining 29 existing MPAs 
(i.e., 42 – 13 = 29) were not part of the previous rulemaking or subject to CEQA review. 
Therefore, they are included in the proposed Project IPA and analyzed in the Draft EIR. No 
changes to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-9: The Draft EIR analyzes the potential effects of the 
proposed MPAs on the environment, and not the environment on the MPAs. Such changes to 
the physical environment as described in the comment would have no effect on the regulatory 
actions that define the MPA or its ability to protect marine habitat; thus they would not 
require analysis in the Draft EIR. Further, CEQA is intended to analyze the impacts of the 
proposed Project IPA on the environment, and not the impact of the environment on the IPA. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-10: Comment noted. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-11: Section 5.0 addresses this comment about 
consumptive use of living marine resource products. No changes to the Draft EIR are 
required. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-1: MPAs do not regulate any activities outside of the 
SCSR. Upland agricultural water quality is under the jurisdiction of other governmental 
agencies and is not subject to impact from the proposed Project IPA. See response A31_ii-2. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-13: Comment noted. Issues related to vessel safety 
are within the jurisdiction of other agencies. No changes to the Draft EIR are required. See 
response to Comment A20_iii-1. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-14: This comment on Section 4.3 of the EIR repeats 
the previous comment related to sea level rise, and coastal structures. Response A95_ii-6 
above addresses this issue. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-15: Several comments have asserted that the impacts 
of each individual MPA must be separately analyzed, essentially advocating a piecemeal 
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approach. However, the project means “the whole of the action” that may result in either a 
direct or indirect physical change in the environment. (14 CCR 15378(a).) Further, the 
proposed Project IPA both proposes opening previously closed areas to fishing as well as 
closing areas previously open for fishing. The impacts produced by the project would be the 
net impacts from the whole of the action. Any negative impacts produced as a result of 
closing fishing would be offset by benefits to the same areas provided by opening other areas 
and vice verse. Regardless, the Commission does not believe that allowing or disallowing 
fishing produces significant impacts to geological resources. Where the proposed Project 
conflicts with existing plans regarding beach protection activities, these conflicts have been 
analyzed. No changes to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-16: See comment A95_ii-15. The Commission does 
not believe that displacement of fishing activity to adjacent areas by allowing fishing in 
previously closed areas will produce significant noise related impacts. Many of the vessels 
that would be the source of such noise already utilize areas within the SCSR. The proposed 
Project IPA merely changes the location within the SCSR at which any potential noise would 
be generated and would not significantly increase the intensity or duration of noise producing 
activities. Further, the proposed Project IPA does not redirect noise producing activities to a 
confined location or season as such displacement is expected to occur over large potential 
areas and those potentially susceptible to any noise would not likely be subject to a 
significant increase in intensity or duration of noise events. Lastly, coastal residents currently 
experience ambient noise levels from wave and wind sound producing events that serve to 
attenuate noise levels along the coast. Common experience of members of the beach going 
public include the requirement to raise one’s voice to carry over the ambient sound levels on 
the coast.  

Response to Comment A95_ii-17: Section 5.0 addresses this comment. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-18: Comment is unclear and unable to be addressed. 
Recreational impacts have been analyzed. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-19: See response to comments A_ii-30 – A32_ii-39. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-20: See comment A95_ii-6. The proposed Project 
and alternatives are not expected to increase ocean encroachment. Further, activities that 
occur outside of the boundary of MPAs are not subject to regulation under MLPA and are 
under the jurisdiction of other governmental agencies. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-21: The presence of properly permitted, designed and 
operated residential waste water treatment systems is not expected to produce significant 
impacts to MPAs and as such the presence of MPAs is not expected to result in increased 
treatment standards or prohibition of these systems along the SCSR in order to protect marine 
life within the MPAs. 
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Response to Comment A95_ii-22: See comment A95_ii-15. Further, the 
Commission finds no nexus between take restrictions or lack thereof and housing for the 
purpose of CEQA analysis. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-23: Comment unclear as to the recommendation 
made. Recreational impacts have been analyzed. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-24: Section 5.0 addresses this comment. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-25: See comment A95_ii-15.  

Response to Comment A95_ii-26: See comment A95_ii-15. Air quality analysis 
included in the documents is provided on a network basis within the appropriately regulated 
air basin. Eliminating existing MPA areas would result in less displacement and would 
reduce the air emission that may be produced by implementation of the proposed Project 
IPA. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-27: See comment A95_ii-26. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-28: See comment A95_ii-26. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-29: Water quality monitoring conducted pursuant to a 
federal or state permit is allowed under a scientific collecting permit even in SMRs (Fish and 
Game Code section 2860(b)), and there is no basis to conclude that these activities will be 
curtailed by the emplacement of MPAs. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-30: See comment A95_ii-15. Where water quality 
conflicts were identifiable within MPAs these were discussed in the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-31: Comment noted. Analysis was part of the Draft 
EIR. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-32: See comment A95_ii-15. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-33: This comment objects to the procedure used in 
the Draft EIR to estimate potential changes in commercial fishing vessel travel distances that 
might be affected by the MPAs. Specifically, the comment objects to the procedure which 
considered the effect of restrictions in an MPA to be related to both the size of that MPA and 
also to its relative size when compared to its enclosing a fishing block. It is recognized, as the 
comment states, that locations of high quality fish habitat are relatively small and distinct. It 
is also recognized that the grid array of fishing blocks is a coarse geographic location system 
that was intended for statistical purposes. The specific procedure used in the EIR, however, 
was based on that used in the previous North Central Coast MPA EIR and also based on a 
review of commercial fishing operation data within the fishing blocks. That data set shows 
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that commercial fishing activities do not stop immediately as one passes from a block 
containing a high quality fishing ground into the adjacent block that does not. The high 
quality fishing habitat locations, such as the interface between hard and soft bottom features, 
may be very specific; but the locations of the fish themselves are more variable. 

Master Response 10 also contains more discussion on this issue, and a sample with data from 
several fishing blocks along the Santa Barbara County coast. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-34: This comment correctly points out an error in the 
data file and attendant calculations presented for CPFV emissions in Appendix C-2. The 
error occurred in Appendix C-2, Table A-4, which was the spreadsheet tab 
“2008vesseltripsqryairquality” in the workbook that comprised the appendix. The specific 
error was apparently an inadvertent transcription of indexing numbers that overwrote most of 
the field or column used to input the assumed speed of 18 mph for all vessels. The result was 
a corruption in the file and erroneous calculation of emissions in the records after row 255. 
Each record represents activity within a fishing block by a specific vessel. Since most of the 
fishing blocks are unaffected by the MPAs, the error had no effect on most of the records. 
For those records that were affected, however, the error resulted in an underestimation of 
emissions. 

The error was corrected, and the calculations and summary tables regenerated. Although the 
resulting emissions increased, the combined total of maximum daily emissions from the 
commercial and the CPFV fleets remains well below the significance threshold for all criteria 
pollutants in all affected air pollution control districts. Table 6.1-5 and the text of the Final 
EIR have been revised to include this correction. 

This comment also objects to the use of an average speed of 18 mph for marine fishing 
vessels. The procedure used to estimate changes in air emissions from commercial fishing 
vessels, including this speed assumption, was based on the method used in the North Central 
Coast MPA EIR. That report was prepared by ICF, who also prepared a more extensive 
report for the US EPA in 2006 on estimating emissions from marine vessels. The comment is 
correct in noting that the model proportionately reduces emissions as speed increases, 
because travel time then decreases. The emission rates used, however, are also based on fuel 
consumption, which increases with speed as well. While other sets of assumptions may be 
possible, the use of 18 mph is consistent with previous work. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-35: This comment questions the EIR discussion 
regarding recreational fishing, and emphasizes the high numbers of shore-based fishermen in 
this respect. Master Response 10 addresses this issue. It is recognized, as the comment states, 
that the restrictions posed by some MPAs will cause a displacement of recreational fishing, 
both shore-based as well as from boats. It is not certain, however, that such a displacement 
will be numerically large or that it will necessarily involve longer travel distances, both 
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terrestrial and marine. If it was known with certainty that all shore-based recreational 
fishermen only fished from the access point nearest their residence, then one would suppose 
that any displacement would necessarily involve an increase in travel and the sense of the 
argument in this comment would be correct. It is much more likely, however, that some 
travel distances will increase and others will decrease. It is also possible that some 
individuals may shift to CPFV use, or stop fishing. The magnitude of any change in travel 
distance will be affected by these offsetting factors. Creating an additional set of 
assumptions, when the data regarding travel behavior of recreational fishermen is not readily 
available, becomes a speculative exercise. Lastly no commenter has referenced any relevant 
source of data from which an objective hypothetical could be drawn. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-36: This comment essentially repeats the argument 
presented in the previous comment, but with numbers drawn from a different section of the 
Draft EIR. The Master Response 10 includes a review of the numbers of recreational 
fishermen, including the majority of these that are shore-based. Response A95_ii-35 above 
also addresses this issue. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-37: This comment again addresses recreational 
fishing, and states that the analysis of commercial fishing vessels was used to estimate the 
impacts of recreational vessels. This statement in the comment is incorrect. The Draft EIR 
included a quantitative estimate of the potential increase in air emissions attributable to 
displacement of some commercial vessel fishing trips and some CPFV trips. It then discussed 
recreational fishing activities in a qualitative manner without presenting any estimate of those 
changes. The Master Response 10 and response A95_ii-35 provide a more thorough 
explanation of this reasoning. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-38: This comment continues the discussion of 
recreational fishing activities, and suggests that a detailed geographic analysis of the location 
of high quality recreational fishing habitat would be appropriate to ascertain the effect of the 
proposed MPAs on recreational fishing behavior. As noted in Master Response 10, and as 
noted above in Response A95_ii-35, the argument raised by this comment and others 
presumes that all changes in shore-based recreational fishing must necessarily require 
increases in travel distance. Given the distribution of shore-based piers, manmade structures, 
beaches, and other access points, and the pattern of proposed MPAs, many shore-based 
points will remain accessible from all major population centers. It is not possible to calculate 
or model in a simple fashion the net effect on terrestrial trips since there will be decreases as 
well as increases. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-39: Comment is misleading and does not reflect the 
opinion of the scientific analysis conducted during the preparation of the proposed Project 
IPA. The Commission would refer this commenter to the large amount of information 
contained in the file on the SCSR MPA Initiative website. (See information distributed 
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during the development of the proposed Project IPA and alternatives 
http://www.dfg.ca.gov/mlpa/ 
meetings_sc.asp.) Further, the objective of the MLPA as detailed in the SCSR Master Plan 
includes provisions for promoting recover of natural communities (see Goal 1, Draft EIR 
page 3-4). 

Response to Comment A95_ii-40: SCSR coastal communities groom their own 
property which generally starts above the mean high tide line. Adjacent areas of private, state 
of other local jurisdiction property are generally not groomed by other cities. It is not 
expected that cities will groom the property of adjacent landowners including those lands 
owned by the State. Further the comment misconstrues the requirements of CEQA, which is 
intended to analyze the impacts of the proposed Project IPA on the environment, and not the 
impact of the environment on the IPA. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-41: Existing activities that result in take of marine 
species, but which will not be increased or changed by the implementation of the proposed 
Project IPA and thus result in additional adverse environmental effects are not required to be 
included in the CEQA analysis of the impacts of the proposed Project. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-42: See comment A95_ii-15. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-43: Further funding for Department activities is 
appropriated through the budget act. Department funds come from a number of different 
sources. Though adequate funding of enforcement if critical to achieve the goals of the 
MLPA and the Department’s mission in general, the proposed Project is not likely to 
adversely impact decision made by the legislature to fully fund MPA enforcement activities 
separately from the existing decision to adequately fund Department enforcement activities. 
Again, no significantly increased enforcement burden impacts have been identified as likely 
to occur from implementation of the proposed Project IPA. See response to comment A13-31 
and Master Response 9. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-44: See comment A95_ii-15. The reader 
mischaracterizes the content of the Draft EIR. Impacts to cultural resources in areas where 
MPAs have been proposed to be deleted have been specifically analyzed in the Draft EIR 
(See Section 8.1.3.3 of the Draft EIR). 

Response to Comment A95_ii-45: See response to response to comment A13-31 and 
Master Response 9. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-46: The comment asserts the Draft EIR lacks specific 
analysis of public service access for the disabled. The precise use pattern of disabled 
consumptive users in SCSR is unknown. The proposed Project IPA and the alternatives as 
proposed are all passive regulatory modifications which limit extractive uses in particular 
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portions of the SCSR. Nonconsumptive beach users would not be displaced under any of the 
proposed regulatory changes. The existing access points to the SCSR would remain in place 
providing the exact same level of disabled access as currently provided. No physical change 
would occur to the level of disability access within the SCSR. 

Under the proposed Project IPA and its alternatives, MPAs were located to avoid popular 
fishing grounds. The proposed regulations have been designed to allow continued 
recreational extractive uses from public jetties and piers. Limited exceptions include Catalina 
Island’s Long Point SMR and Blue Cavern and Casino Point SMCAs (both no take). Public 
jetties and piers provide a substantial number of shore-based access points for consumptive 
users within the SCSR. Beach wheelchairs (manual and motorized) are currently available at 
nine Santa Barbara County beaches, six Ventura County beaches, fourteen Los Angeles 
County beaches, sixteen Orange County Beaches and fifteen in San Diego, for a total of 60 
beaches within the SCSR (CCC 2010). No changes to the Draft EIR are required.2 

Response to Comment A95_ii-47: The comment questions the Draft EIR discussion 
of recreational facility effects, and suggests that the EIR should analyze the need for new 
facilities to accommodate users displaced by the loss of recreational opportunities caused by 
the project. The Draft EIR states that if the proposed Project would result in increased use of 
existing parks, or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration 
would occur or would require the construction or expansion of existing facilities then the 
project would be deemed to have a significant impact on recreational resources (see Section 
8.3-21). The proposed Project IPA does not affect the majority of recreational uses within 
MPA’s. Only those wishing to use MPAs for fishing would be affected by the proposed 
Project IPA. Hence, the EIR analysis is correct in noting that the project does not promote 
any development, population growth, or other changes that would lead to the construction of 
new recreation facilities. The comment argues that the restrictions placed by some proposed 
MPAs on recreational fishing, primarily from shore-based locations, would necessarily cause 
such a high fishing demand to shift to other locations that additional facilities must be 
constructed to meet that demand. In most instances those wishing to utilize SMCAs would be 
allowed to continue fishing, although on a more limited basis than currently allowed. For 
those who fish within areas being proposed as SMRs then they would have to relocate to 
adjacent areas. For shore-based fisherman, large adjacent areas would be open to continue 
this activity. As such any displacement would likely be direct over large areas and it is not 
expected that substantial physical deterioration of public facilities world occur or that this 
displacement would require the construction or expansion of existing facilities. The EIR 
identifies alternative opportunities for shore-based fishing in Figures 8-1 through 8-6. For 
those fishermen who utilize boats, displacement to adjacent areas is not expected have an 

                                                 
2 Reference: California Coastal Commission (CCC). 2010. Beach Wheelchairs at California Beaches. Available 

online at: http://www.coastal.ca.gov/access/beach-wheelchairs.html. Accessed on November 10. 2010. 
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impact sufficient to trigger the threshold of significance because MPA’s do not affect the 
launching and support facilities, such as fuel facilities and bait barges that recreational 
facilities currently utilize. Implementation of MPAs is not expected to substantially degrade 
existing boat based fishing facilities or require construction or expansion of existing facilities 
that service and support these boat based anglers. In order to suggest that the project would 
require the construction of additional facilities, there would need to be some evidence 
indicating that the existing facilities are being used to their maximum capacity and are not 
capable of absorbing any relocation of shore-based fishermen from other areas. Such 
evidence is not in other reports prepared as part of the MLPA program, and has not been 
provided by the commenter. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-48: See comment A95_ii-15.  

Response to Comment A95_ii-49: Comment unclear. Though sea level rise is 
expected the exact response to those changes are uncertain and any impacts that do occur as 
this change develops would need to be addressed in future State and Federal governmental 
actions including those of the Fish and Game Commission. Also see response to comment 
A95_ii-6. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-50: Commenter mischaracterizes the data and 
analysis presented in the Draft EIR. This analysis is included in the Public Services and 
Utility’s section and no impacts to these facilities are expected mainly due to exemption 
language contained in the proposed Project IPA that allows operation and maintenance of 
existing facilities within specific MPAs. Should future projects conflict with the provisions 
of the proposed Project IPA regulations, then at that time project proponents should endeavor 
to obtain clarification or other relief from the Commission for these conflicts. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-51: See response to comment A95_ii-15. Commenter 
mischaracterizes the data and analysis presented in the Draft EIR. Impacts to the operation of 
individual public utility facilities have been conducted for the proposed Project IPA and 
alternatives. (See Draft EIR Section 8.2.) 

Response to Comment A95_ii-52: See response to comments A95_ii-6, 14, 20, and 
48. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-53: See response to comments A95_ii-6, 14, 20, and 
48. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-54: Reader mischaracterizes the content of the Draft 
EIR. Impacts of the proposed Project IPA on coastal projects and facilities have been 
reviewed and are incorporated into various section of the document. Where the proposed 
Project IPA in conjunction with identified local coastal projects and facilities will cause a 
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significant adverse physical environmental effect then these have been identified and 
presented in this EIR. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-55: Reader mischaracterizes the content of the Draft 
EIR. Comment noted. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-56: This comment is unclear and because of this the 
Commission is unable to craft a complete response. Furthermore, issues raised by the 
commenter were addressed during the SAT and RSG deliberations. Issues dealing with 
impacts to marine resources from existing facilities and activities occurring within the SCSR 
were addressed during the design phase of the SCSR MPA Project. CEQA requires the 
analyses of the direct and indirect adverse physical environmental impacts of implementing 
the proposed Project IPA. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-57: See response to comments A95_ii-6, 14, 20, and 
48. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-58: Comment noted. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-59: See response to comment A95_ii-15. Commenter 
has advocated that implementation of increased fishing restriction within MPAs will result in 
adverse environmental impacts. This comment is inconsistent with the prior advanced 
position of this commenter. In areas where MPAs would be eliminated, fishing would remain 
subject to the general Department recreational and commercial fishing regulations. As stated 
in previous responses to comments, the Commission is tasked with modifying the current set 
of MPAs to create a network, the total benefits of which outweigh the sum of each MPA’s 
individual benefits. As such, certain MPAs were designated for elimination or a reduction in 
regulation in order to achieve the goals and objectives of the MLPA. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-60: This information regarding changes in existing 
conditions and effects on the functioning of the proposed Project IPA have been forwarded to 
the Commission. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-61: Reader mischaracterizes the content of the Draft 
EIR and the extent of analysis required by CEQA. None of the facilities identified by the 
commenter are the subject of the proposed Project IPA. That portion of the public that 
utilizes these facilities solely in the pursuit of recreational fishing may be displaced to 
adjacent areas to conduct fishing activities; however, this displacement is not expected to 
increase the use of adjacent areas such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility 
would occur that would require the construction or expansion of these existing facilities. Any 
displacement related impacts expected to occur as a result of the proposed Project IPA would 
be less than significant. 
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Response to Comment A95_ii-62: This comment raises the issue of land based 
travel by recreational fishermen. The Master Response 10 and the response to comment 
A95_ii-35 above address this issue. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-63: This comment repeats the issue of land-based 
travel by recreational fishermen, with an emphasis on parking needs for boat trailers. The 
proposed Project IPA only restricts activities that result in take of marine resources. The 
proposed Project IPA does not affect the ability of fisherman to park, travel or transit through 
or otherwise use MPA areas. Where impacts related to hypothetical extended travel distance 
provide useful information they have been modeled and incorporated into this EIR. See 
Section 6.0. Where qualitative impacts could logically be inferred from hypothetical 
displacement scenarios these have been used as well to describe the types and nature of the 
impacts that could occur as a result of the proposed Project IPA. (See Vessel Traffic, Hazards 
and Hazardous Material section.) Furthermore, the presumptions in this and related 
comments on this issue are that the MPAs will affect many shore-based recreational fishing 
sites, and that the MPAs will restrict all fishing. Neither of these presumptions is true. The 
MPAs will affect about 20 percent of shore-based sites. The MPAs will not lead to the 
closure of boat launching sites and related facilities. See the Master Response 10, and the 
response to comments A95_ii-35 and -61 above for more information on this issue.  

Response to Comment A95_ii-64: This comment argues that for the instances where 
MPAs will be relaxing existing restrictions, there will necessarily be an increase in 
recreational fishing use and a corresponding increase in vessel and terrestrial traffic, which 
will cause additional environmental impacts. The commenter argues that both more and less 
restriction on fishing will cause the same effect: an increase in terrestrial and vessel traffic by 
recreational fishermen. In fact, there is no evidence to support either one of these 
contentions. There is a reasonable line of thinking to suggest that the proposed restrictions 
would lead to very little change in the pattern of recreational vessel traffic; the proposed 
MPAs have been located in a way that does not affect the more productive recreational 
fisheries located closer to recreational harbors. There is a reasonable line of thinking that 
suggests the proposed restrictions would lead to very little change in land vehicle traffic by 
recreational fishermen; some altered trips to shore-based locations may be longer, some may 
be shorter, and some recreational fishermen may elect to pursue other options. This is not 
saying that there will be no changes in behavior whatsoever. It does suggest, however, that 
the changes are not likely to be substantial in terms of affecting the physical environment, 
and without evidence or a strong line of reasoning to the contrary there is no reason for 
additional analysis in the EIR. See also responses to comments A95_ii-15, 61 and 63. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-65: See response to comments A95_ii-6, 14, 20, and 
48. 
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Response to Comment A95_ii-66: Section 8.5.3.3 (Criterion HAZ-9) of the Draft 
EIR correctly states (i.e., no typographical error) that the proposed Project IPA could 
potentially displace consumptive users from approximately 14 percent of the shoreline and 9 
percent of the areas that are free from fish advisories. It is impossible to predict whether 
these users would be displaced to areas of higher, equivalent, or reduced water quality. If a 
user were displaced to an area of higher or equivalent water quality, then no adverse impact 
would occur. If a user were displaced to an area of reduced water quality it would not 
necessarily result in an adverse significant impact. Such displacement would be of concern 
only if it could result in excess contaminant levels that would limit the amount of fish that 
could be consumed. Further, if any fish advisories in effect are followed and the users 
comply with the State of California fish consumption guidelines, then the potential adverse 
effects of consuming fish from the area would be considered acceptable. As a result, 
displacement of consumptive users from areas free from fish advisories does not necessarily 
constitute a significant adverse impact on consumptive users (nor a disproportionally high 
adverse effect to low income or ethnic groups) as asserted by the comment, and such an 
assertion is speculative. The comment also asserts that the State of California fish advisories 
and consumption guidelines do not mitigate risk to fish consumers and implies that they are 
not effective; however, it provides no supportive data, and is speculative. Based on the above 
considerations, no further impact analysis or changes to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-67: Commenter mischaracterizes the content of the 
Draft EIR and the extent of analysis required by CEQA. Section 6.1.3.1.2 of the Draft EIR is 
correct when it states: “…this analysis considers it likely that for the most part, recreational 
fishermen will adjust their travel to destinations equally accessible versus electing to travel 
longer distances and travel times for a comparable fishing experience, particularly when 
weighed against the cost associated with travelling to a farther destination.” While this is a 
reasonable assumption, it is not possible to predict whether these “equally accessible 
destinations” are areas with red zones (as asserted by the comment); thus, the comment’s 
assertion is incorrect. The hypothetical used in the air quality analysis includes an attempt to 
model near the worst case rather than best case scenario based on available boat trip, boat 
engine and fishing data. Similar data is not available for land based fishing trips so no 
hypothetical was created. Further, section 8.5 has been revised to try and clarify the types of 
impacts that could occur from displaced fishing activity. In general, only the Palos Verdes 
headland area could produce adverse project related displacement impacts to fisherman. This 
is due to the presence of the Palos Verdes Superfund Site with the most contaminated 
sediments located atop of the White Point outfall, the original source of the discharge of 
contaminants to the marine environment. However a review of the data concerning the 
relative contamination of fish and the species likely to be contaminated reveals that 
displacement is not likely to increase the risk of consumption of fish to fisherman. See also 
response to comment A92_i-6. No further impact analysis or changes to the Draft EIR are 
required. 
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Response to Comment A95_ii-68: The comment is incorrect and speculative when it 
states that displacement of commercial fisherman from areas free from fish advisories will 
create an “incentive” for them to fish in red zone areas. It is impossible to predict whether 
these fisherman will fish in red zones, yellow zones, or areas with no fish advisories. 
Furthermore, the entire Palos Verdes headland is subject to health advisories such that 
displacement from one or to another within the same advisory or health risk level would not 
result in an increase in risk to either the fishing public or to the public from shifting 
commercial fisherman. No significant adverse impacts related to displacement of fishing 
effort along the Palos Verdes headlands were identified. See also response to comment 
A92_i-6. No further impact analysis or changes to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-69: This comment asserts that: 1) Point Dume and La 
Jolla are the most weather and wave protected areas in the SCSR, 2) establishing MPAs at 
these locations would displace shore-based or shore-launched fisheries to less protected 
waters, and 3) such displacement would result in hazards to the fisherman. While Point 
Dume and La Jolla offer protected areas for such fishing, other areas in the SCSR could 
accommodate these fisheries that are equally available, accessible, and protective; however, 
it not possible to predict where fisherman would choose to relocate. If fisherman are 
displaced to less protected waters, potential hazards may be present. However, such hazards 
may not represent adverse significant impacts if mitigation such as proper equipment and 
precautions are used. The magnitude of risk to fisherman is difficult to predict due to the 
number of variables that cannot be determined. Given the above considerations, no further 
impact analysis or changes to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-70: See responses to comments A95_ii-15, 66, 67 
and 68. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-71: Comment fails to recognize that significant areas 
are available to fish within MPAs and outside of MPAs. Not all MPA restrict all take of 
marine species. The proposed Project IPA represent a balance between the need of the public 
and the needs of the environment.  

Response to Comment A95_ii-72: Comment noted. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-73: Commenter mischaracterizes the content of the 
Draft EIR. Though the proposed Project IPA expands existing no take areas along this 
section of the coast, a large amount of this section of coast would still remain open to 
recreational fishing opportunities. Also see Master Response 6. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-74: See comment A95_ii-73. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-75: See Master Response 6. 
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Response to Comment A95_ii-76: See response to comment A95_ii-15 and Master 
Response 6. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-77: See Master Response 6. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-78: See Master Response 6. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-79: See Master Response 6. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-80: See Master Response 6. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-81: See Master Response 6. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-82: Comment noted. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-83: The comment objects to a statement in the Draft 
EIR regarding the assumptions historically used by governments to develop marine policies, 
and mentions several marine protective statutes (all enacted in the last 35 years) as evidence 
challenging the statement. The text in question is in the Executive Summary of the Draft 
EIR, in a subsection entitled “Marine Resource Protection Background” (Section ES.2.1 of 
the Draft EIR). This section is introductory in nature, and is intended to convey information 
related to the genesis of statutes protecting the marine environment (such as the MLPA, 
among others), including the need for those statutes. By stating that, “Historically, the marine 
policies of California and other state and federal governments have been based largely on 
assumptions related to the idea that marine populations were large enough that human 
activities could not possibly impact them,” the Draft EIR portrays the early thinking and 
decision-making that resulted in the initial need for marine protection. The protective statutes 
cited by the commenter were enacted in response to this condition, in an effort to remedy the 
harm caused by overexploitation of marine species. While the statement in the Draft EIR 
does not reflect the thinking of the California and federal governments in modern times, it is 
nonetheless an accurate characterization of the historic problem that led to the need for 
marine protection. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-84: The comment incorrectly claims Alternative 0 
(No Project) would comply with the intent of the MPLA because of the existing Northern 
Channel Islands MPA network. The Marine Life Protection Act (Fish and Game Code 
Sections 2850-2863) as amended in July 2004 includes legislative findings and declarations 
to “reexamine and redesign California’s MPA system to increase its coherence and its 
effectiveness at protecting the state’s marine life, habitat and ecosystem.” Section ES.4.2 was 
not revised in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-85: Comment noted. 
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Response to Comment A95_ii-86: Comment noted. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-87: The comment asserts that the analysis of 
alternatives in the Draft EIR is flawed, and cites examples concerning two fundamental 
components of the analysis: enforcement, and the evaluation of displaced fishing effort. This 
comment does not provide sufficient detail regarding the displacement of fishing effort to 
facilitate a detailed response; for responses related to this issue please refer to Air Quality 
Master Response 10, and Responses A95_ii-33 through A-95_ii-37 above. With regard to the 
commenter’s assertion that the proposed regulations would lack adequate enforcement, see 
response to Comment A13-31 and Master Response 9. 

Response to Comment A95_ii-88: Comment noted. 
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Executive Summary 
 

This analysis was produced in the limited time available between the release of Ecotrust 
data on October 6, 2009 and the October 20, 2009 Blue Ribbon Task Force Meeting. 
Given more time, data specific to this region and the issues could have been developed 
thus providing greater precision to the final estimates. Realizing the time limitations, this 
study was based on the best readily available data and science. The major data sources 
used in this analysis were obtained from the California Department of Fish and Game and 
the MLPA process.  

 
This study reports the economic impacts of sportfishing to Southern California, the potential 
economic losses if proposed sportfishing closures are instituted and the associated conservation 
funding impacts. A number of government data sources have been used to develop these 
estimates, and maps are provided highlighting the areas to be closed and how these would impact 
anglers.  
 
The U.S. Department of Commerce’s National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) reports 1.5 
million people fish California’s marine waters. NMFS reports these anglers spend over $3.0 
billion annually in the state. Over two-thirds of California’s marine fishing occurs in the southern 
region (San Diego county up through Santa Barbara county) (CRFS, 2009). The economic 
impacts from all recreational fishing trips in Southern California’s marine waters are substantial, 
and benefit a wide range of coastal businesses from marinas and boat dealers to restaurants and 
hotels:  
 
 Retail sales = $2.1 billion ($455 per fishing trip) 
 Jobs = 15,995 (every 172 fishing trips supports one new California job) 
 State and local tax revenues = $257.4 million ($57 per trip) 

Total sales stimulated throughout California’s economy as a result of marine sportfishing 
= $2.5 billion ($916 per trip) 

 
The clearest way to express the economics of marine fishing in Southern California is, if all 
saltwater fishing ceased, and anglers did not spend their money elsewhere in California, 
California’s economy would shrink by $2.5 billion dollars, nearly 16,000 jobs would be lost, and 
state tax revenues would fall by over $250 million. 

 
Potential Economic Losses from Proposed Closed Areas 
 
The Marine Life Protection Act (MLPA) process is proposing to close many areas of the coast to 
recreational fishing. Data provided by Ecotrust were combined with state and federal fisheries 
data sources to estimate the economic losses each closure would place on the California 
economy. See Table E-1 for the top level results. The extreme is Proposal 3 which would create 
135 percent greater economic losses than the least harmful proposal, Proposal 2. Proposal 1 
represents 59 percent more economic losses than Proposal 2. However, Proposal 2 should not be 
considered harmless and could result in lost retail sales of up to $136 million and eliminate 
nearly 870 jobs in California. State and local government could expect annual tax revenues to 
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shrink by $13.8 million. Combined with the recent economic downturn, closures would represent 
another stumbling block for California’s economy and treasury.  
 
PLEASE NOTE: Data were only available from the MLPA process to estimate the potential 
economic losses from 16 specific fish species. Information on the overall economic impact of 
recreational shellfish harvests and diving were not available. Therefore, the possible economic 
losses from restricting shellfish harvest and diving are not included here as the magnitude of 
these losses could be reasonably estimated within the limited time frame available. Readers 
should also note the economic impacts reported here are undercounted due to a lack of 
economic-related data from the MLPA process for specific and common species such as lingcod 
(for private boat fishing) and mackerel from party and charter boats. Impacts on shoreline 
fishing (pier, surf, docks) were not provided either. We make efforts to estimate impacts from lost 
shoreline fishing as this represents 76 percent of Southern California’s marine recreational 
fishing activity. 
 

Table E-1: Potential Annual Economic Losses per Proposal 

Type of Trip: Expenditures Jobs Total Sales Value Added 

State & 
Local Tax 
Revenues 

Proposal 1  $176,394,807  1,379
 
$216,237,216 

 
$112,293,982 

 
$21,996,432  

Proposal 2 $110,707,610 866 $135,820,104 $70,548,023 $13,805,239 
Proposal 3 $260,409,731 2,029 $318,624,474 $165,354,173 $32,473,094 

 
The losses presented in Table E-1 represent the possible losses from each proposal. Recognizing 
anglers’ largest expenditures are for charter fees and boat-related costs, services which are 
normally provided by independent businesses, a disproportionate share of recreational fishing 
closures will be borne by California’s small businesses. Recognizing the “double whammy” 
from the recent economic downturn, and the difficulty small businesses have accessing capital, 
opportunities to migrate to other business activities are very limited if not completely 
unavailable.  

Please note that, in all three proposals, shoreline anglers are expected to be impacted the most. 
Shoreline anglers are generally lower income than boat-based anglers. 
 

Fish and Wildlife Viewing and Other Activities Are Not Equal Economic Substitutes for Fishing  
 
An argument is often made that, in areas closed to fishing, wildlife viewing and non-fishing 
kayaking would replace lost angler dollars. While fish and wildlife viewing is a worthwhile and 
positive activity, the economic impacts are not equal:  

• The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service provides comparisons between sportfishing and 
wildlife viewing. In 2006, the average California angler spent $1,396 annually for travel 
and equipment. The average fish and wildlife viewer spent $641 annually for travel and 
equipment. To maintain economic impacts, more than two new fish and wildlife viewers 
will be needed to replace each lost angler. Considering there are currently no road blocks 
to wildlife viewing in California, creating new fish and wildlife viewers may be a 
difficult proposition. 
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• Based on information from the Outdoor Industries Association, nearly four times more 
fish wildlife viewers are needed to replace the travel-related dollars injected into the local 
economy annually by one average angler (See Appendix B).  

• Considering the additional equipment required to recreationally fish compared to fish and 
wildlife viewing and kayaking (costlier boats, fuel, fishing tackle, electronics, bait, 
trailers, etc.), anglers spend more in the local economy. (Appendix B). 

• There are 39 percent more anglers in the U.S. than kayakers (Outdoor Industries 
Foundation, 2006). Replacing anglers with non-fishing kayakers will be difficult.  

 
Implications to Conservation: 
 
Reducing sportfishing will have a direct impact on marine conservation. All conservation efforts 
require dollars. Anglers are the major source of aquatic conservation funding. There is a federal 
excise tax on sportfishing equipment and boat fuel with 100 percent of the revenues dedicated to 
fisheries and wetland conservation: the Federal Aid in Sport Fish Restoration Trust Fund. In 
fiscal year 2009, anglers provided California with over $20 million in excise tax revenues for 
fisheries and marine habitat conservation, benefitting all marine and aquatic life.  
 
In addition, anglers must purchase a license every year. This generates an even bigger source of 
revenue. In 2009, the State reported California’s anglers paid $60 million for sportfishing 
licenses. One hundred percent of these funds go to fisheries and habitat conservation in 
California.  

Actions that reduce marine sportfishing would have a direct impact on conservation funding. 
Recognizing the State’s limited abilities to replace any source of funding, imposing sportfishing 
restrictions would certainly reduce the $80 million contributed by anglers annually for fisheries 
and habitat conservation. 

 
Anglers Will Not Shift 100% of Their Fishing Effort to Other Areas:  
 
Some anglers, after closures, will shift their fishing to other locations. How many will shift, and 
if they will fish as often, is unknown. Based on empirical data, overall fishing activity will 
decrease once areas are off limits to anglers. Any first year economics student knows when 
prices go up, demand goes down. If something costs more, less will be sold. This is true for 
fishing. In 2005, the American Sportfishing Association (ASA) analyzed years of fishing license 
data for approximately 35 states, including California. The purpose was to identify optimal 
license prices. The analysis showed that, for every $1 increase in license prices, sales of annual 
saltwater licenses in California fall by 40,000 and 24,000 fewer 1-day licenses are sold. By 
requiring anglers to travel further, to experience more crowding at the remaining places, or to 
receive a lesser quality experience while fishing secondary spots, closures represent a defacto 
price or cost increase. When the cost of fishing goes up, fewer people will fish. (Data source: 
http://www.asafishing.org/asa/statistics/reports/fishornot.html.) 
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Introduction 

 
 
 

Marine recreational fishing remains an important activity for thousands of California residents 
and visitors.  These individuals spend significant amounts of money pursuing their activity.  
These expenditures support many businesses along the California coast as well as inland.  Many 
of these businesses are directly related to fishing such as party boats, marinas and tackle shops.  
However, many more businesses are supported by anglers including hotels, restaurants, general 
stores, and more.   
 
This report was developed to help readers gain a better appreciation of marine recreational 
fishing’s economic impacts (retail sales, jobs, tax revenues, etc.). These measures are not to be 
confused with economic values.  Economic values measure the personal benefits derived by 
individuals from their sportfishing participation.  While it is true that, if anglers did not fish, they 
might spend their dollars elsewhere, there is no guarantee these dollars would be spent in the 
same amounts nor would these dollars necessarily be spent among coastal businesses. Certainly, 
many coastal businesses now dependent on sportfishing would suffer to some minor or major 
extent as a result of reductions in sportfishing participation.  This report serves to explain the 
statewide economic activity generated by anglers for their ocean sport fishing activities in 
Southern California and the potential economic losses from each proposed closure, and to 
explain the conservation losses that could accrue to California. 
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Potential Economic Losses from Proposed Recreational Fishing Closures 
 
This section describes the data sources and methods used to estimate the economic impacts of 
marine recreational fishing in Southern California. Given only two weeks were permitted to 
review and analyze the proposed closure areas, only existing and readily available data were 
used in this analysis. The assumptions used in this analysis are explained throughout the text. 
The three major data sources used include the State’s CRFS survey, Ecotrust’s assessment of the 
percentage and value of fishing locations that would be lost, and the National Marine Fisheries 
Service’s economic impact information for California. 
 
Data Sources 
 
Participation Estimates: CRFS 
  
Participation is reported by the number of trips taken by marine recreational fishermen. Marine 
recreational fishing trips are estimated by the California Recreational Fisheries Survey (CRFS). 
CRFS, launched in January 2004, is a combination angler intercept and telephone survey that 
estimates trips taken and the number of fish caught by residents and nonresidents combined. 
 
All participation estimates used in this analysis were obtained from the California Recreational 
Fisheries Survey (CRFS) website. This website can be accessed at 
http://www.recfin.org/forms/est2004.html. CRFS was created by the California Department of 
Fish and Game (DFG) and the Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission (PSMFC) to provide 
better monthly estimates of fishing activity compared to previous federally-managed coastal 
fishing surveys. Marine fishing trips can be estimated according to a number of variables. These 
variables include trips targeting specific species, trips made by boat, shore, or man-made 
structures, numbers of fish caught, and more.   
 
Trips data are provided for distinct regions within California. One region is the Southern 
California region. This region aligns with boundaries as defined by the Marine Life Protection 
Act Initiative for Southern California and includes the counties of San Diego, Orange, Los 
Angeles, Ventura and Santa Barbara. 
 
Data on the number of trips for specific species were obtained from the CRFS website. The 
species for which data were downloaded were those presented in the Ecotrust assessment of 
anglers’ preferred fishing locations (described next). The specific variables entered into the 
CRFS website to obtain the number of trips were: 

 
Coastal district: Southern California (San Diego through Santa Barbara)  
Marine Areas: All 
Fishing Mode: All fishing modes 
Time Span: Jan-Dec, 2008  

 
Results were the number of trips for each species, reported by fishing mode (man-made, shore, 
charter/party boat or private boat). A summary of the results are presented in Tables 1 - 2. 
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Table 1: Total Marine Recreational Fishing Trips in California, by Mode:* 
Mode  Number of trips (x 1,000)  Standard Error

Man‐made structure 1,930.97 2.13
Shore/surf 1,168.99 4.67

Charter or party boat 297.80 7.76
Private vessel 640.46 1.22

TOTAL 4,038.23
* Actual trips only. No double-counting is associated with these figures, as encountered 
with species-specific trips estimates (described below). 
 
Table 2: Total Marine Recreational Fishing Trips in Southern California (San Diego through 
Santa Barbara counties) by Mode:* 

Mode  Number of trips (x 1,000)  Standard Error
Man‐made structure 1,406.00 2.72

Shore/surf 681.54 5.79
Charter or party boat 236.80 8.88

Private vessel 429.66 1.54
TOTAL 2,754.00

* Actual trips only. No double-counting is associated with these figures, as encountered 
with species-specific trips estimates (described below). 
 
Data concerns existed. One problem was associated with double-counting. Based on anglers 
targeting multiple species per trip, it was not possible to acquire data explaining the percentage 
of marine trips that targeted specific species. To develop an idea of the percentage of trips 
attributable to specific species – a required necessity in this analysis – we prorated trips across 
species. The results, as presented in Table 3, report the percentage of trips in which specific 
species were caught. Necessary assumptions included: 
 

1) The target species are roughly assumed to be those top species caught, based on anglers 
expecting to catch these and rig accordingly, and  

2) The target species are the primary reason for anglers departing on their trips. Any action 
taken to reduce the trips targeting these species will result in some level of reduced 
fishing activity. 

 
At some future date, data may come available about the percentage of all fishing trips targeting 
specific species. Until then, such assumptions will be necessary. 
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Table 3: Estimated Percent of Marine Fishing Trips by Species (% of all trips by mode are 
presented for Shore/Pier, Charter/Party and Private boat fishing; “Total” presents the 
percentage of ALL Southern California Marine trips assigned to that species).  

  

  

Estimated % of total 
SoCal trips per 

mode 
Barracuda    
Shore/Pier  3.9% 
Charter/party  6.1% 
Private boat  6.7% 

Total  5.0% 
     
Bonito    
Shore/Pier  3.2% 
Charter/party  4.9% 
Private boat  5.5% 

Total  4.1% 
     
Ca. Halibut    
Shore/Pier  11.2% 
Charter/party  5.2% 
Private boat  7.3% 

Total  9.2% 
     

Calico Bass / 
Kelp bass    
Shore/Pier  9.4% 
Charter/party  7.4% 
Private boat  7.6% 

Total  8.6% 
     
Croaker    
Shore/Pier  13.7% 
Charter/party  6.8% 
Private boat  6.9% 

Total  10.8% 
     
Lingcod    
Shore/Pier  0.1% 
Charter/party  7.2% 
Private boat  5.4% 

Total  2.6% 
     
Mackerels    
Shore/Pier  12.3% 
Charter/party  7.7% 
Private boat  7.7% 

Total  10.3% 
     
Rockfish    
Shore/Pier  2.8% 
Charter/party  8.2% 
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Private boat  7.0% 
Total  4.7% 

     
Scorpionfish    
Shore/Pier  4.4% 
Charter/party  8.1% 
Private boat  7.1% 

Total  5.7% 
     
Sheepshead    
Shore/Pier  2.0% 
Charter/party  7.4% 
Private boat  5.9% 

Total  3.8% 
     
Sand bass    
Shore/Pier  10.9% 
Charter/party  6.9% 
Private boat  7.5% 

Total  9.4% 
     
Surf perch    
Shore/Pier  14.7% 
Charter/party  5.9% 
Private boat  4.8% 

Total  10.7% 
     
Thresher 
shark    
     
Shore/Pier  9.2% 
Charter/party  5.1% 
Private boat  6.9% 

Total  8.0% 
     
Whitefish    
Shore/Pier  n/a 
Charter/party  7.0% 
Private boat  4.9% 

Total  2.4% 
     
White 
Seabass    
Shore/Pier  2.2% 
Charter/party  3.8% 
Private boat  5.9% 

Total  3.4% 
     
Yellowtail    
Shore/Pier  0.1% 
Charter/party  2.4% 
Private boat  2.9% 

Total  1.2% 
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Impacts on Fishing Areas Per Proposal: Ecotrust 
 
Prior to public deliberations about which closure proposals to adopt, Ecotrust released results of 
surveys of recreational users and charter/party boat operators regarding the areas and value of 
referred fishing grounds that would be lost under each proposal. The detailed spreadsheets 
provided by Ecotrust listed results. For private boat and kayak fishing, losses were reported for 
selected species for each county and per mode. Totals for each species or each county or mode 
were not reported. Similar data were provided for CPFV (charter/partyboats) with no totals 
provided and results only listed by species and per port. Thus, to produce the data required to 
estimate losses imposed by the MLPA process, totals had to be generated.  
 
Not all common or popular species were listed in the Ecotrust reports. Lingcod were not reported 
in the private vessel data, or leopard shark or scorpionfish. Croakers were not included with the 
charter/party boat data, and other common species were missing, too. The small sample size in 
the Ecotrust work may have precluded collection of data for these species. The reason for their 
exclusion was not known.  
 
To determine the entire percentage of anglers’ fishing areas impacted by each proposal, we 
looked at the proportion of total trips represented by each species. We listed the trips per species, 
then totaled all trips. To combine trips by mode (private vessel, charter/party, kayak), we used 
weighted averages based on the number of trips per mode reported in CRFS. Adjustments were 
needed to align the Ecotrust and CRFS data. For example, Ecotrust collected and reported 
angling activity on a different basis than previous and ongoing efforts by various fisheries 
agencies (dive, kayak, private vessel, CPFV (charter/party) and shoreline/man-made). Private 
vessel and kayak data were combined, with 90% of weighting given to private vessel data based 
on various industry data resources. Other adjustments were made to combine Ecotrust’s county-
level data with CRFS “San Diego-Los Angeles” and “Ventura-Santa Barbara” data using reports 
from Southern California recreational industry representatives about the typical distribution of all 
recreational fishing activity across these counties.  
 
With anglers typically catching many species per trip, and reporting multiple target species per 
trip, the results actually overstate the true number of fishing trips. That is fine for this purpose. 
By looking at the proportion of these total trips attributable to each species, the results indicate 
the relative importance of each species to marine fishing. These results are then used as an 
estimate of the total trips attributable to each species, as listed in Table 4. Please note the data in 
Tables 1 and 2 were not based on trips per species. The results are accurate as double-counting 
did not occur based on how the data were downloaded (species-specific data were not requested, 
only total trips regardless of species were requested). 
 
PLEASE NOTE: Ecotrust’s recreational angler survey efforts did not capture enough responses 
from surf, pier and other shoreline anglers to permit results. However, according to CRFS, 
shoreline-based (non-boat) trips represent 76 percent of all marine fishing activity in Southern 
California. Ignoring the impacts of MLPA decisions on shoreline anglers would be a major 
disservice to California. To provide some level of information about these impacts, based on the 
propensity of kayak anglers to launch from shore – areas were people also frequently fish –  
Ecotrust’s estimated impacts to kayak anglers are used as substitute data regarding impacts to 
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shoreline anglers. If additional research is conducted regarding the MLPA process, the process 
would benefit greatly if research was conducted into shoreline-based anglers.  
 
Table 4: Potential Lost Area and Value per Species, for each Closure Proposal 
   PROPOSAL 1  PROPOSAL 2  PROPOSAL 3 
   % Area  % Value  % Area  % Value  % Area  % Value 
     
Barracuda    
Shore/Pier  10.9%  8.6%  9.0%  3.5%  18.7%  22.5% 
Charter/party  14.0%  12.4%  11.7%  9.3%  18.1%  16.2% 
Private boat  5.0%  6.2%  4.3%  4.8%  6.2%  8.3% 
     
Bonito    
Shore/Pier  9.1%  12.5%  6.1%  3.8%  20.9%  27.6% 
Charter/party  Economic data were not collected for this species by the MLPA process 
Private boat  4.0%  5.3%  3.2%  3.7%  5.6%  7.3% 
     
Ca. Halibut    
Shore/Pier  9.7%  13.9%  7.0%  7.4%  10.2%  20.2% 
Charter/party  12.2%  13.0%  9.6%  8.5%  15.4%  15.9% 
Private boat  6.7%  7.0%  4.9%  3.9%  7.6%  8.7% 
     
Calico Bass / Kelp bass    
Shore/Pier  11.2%  14.2%  8.4%  6.5%  16.4%  28.2% 
Charter/party  14.2%  15.8%  11.2%  11.3%  18.7%  20.0% 
Private boat  7.1%  11.7%  5.3%  7.5%  9.4%  15.8% 
     
Croaker    
Shore/Pier  0.0%  0.0%  0.0%  0.0%  0.0%  0.0% 
Charter/party  Economic data were not collected for this species by the MLPA process 
Private boat  6.6%  4.4%  3.6%  3.2%  10.4%  8.4% 
     
Lingcod    
Shore/Pier  Economic data were not collected for this species by the MLPA process 
Charter/party  11.3%  8.6%  10.2%  5.6%  14.0%  19.5% 
Private boat  Economic data were not collected for this species by the MLPA process 
     
Mackerels    
Shore/Pier  11.3%  8.6%  10.2%  5.6%  14.0%  19.5% 
Charter/party  Economic data were not collected for this species by the MLPA process 
Private boat  5.7%  7.6%  4.4%  5.1%  5.7%  9.0% 
     
Rockfish    
Shore/Pier  13.8%  13.8%  8.1%  5.2%  26.4%  31.8% 
Charter/party  25.4%  18.8%  23.0%  15.5%  26.5%  21.4% 
Private boat  9.2%  9.6%  7.2%  7.2%  12.1%  12.8% 
  
    
Ca. Scorpionfish    
Shore/Pier  Economic data were not collected for this species by the MLPA process 
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* Shark was reported as thresher shark in the Ecotrust data.  The thresher info was applied to all types of sharks to help account 
for their importance to local fisheries. 

 
Expenditure and Economic Impact Estimates: NMFS 
 
Expenditure data were obtained from “Fisheries Economics of the United States, 2006 - 
Economics and Sociocultural Status and Trends Series” released by the National Marine 
Fisheries Service (NMFS). Data were provided for trip and equipment-specific expenditures and 
economic impacts. Information was separated into three categories: party/charter fishing, 
private/rental boat fishing and shore fishing (including piers and other man-made structures). 
The same information source provided estimates on the total California marine fishing trips. The 
former was divided by the latter to estimate the average impact and expenditure per trip.  
 

Charter/party  16.3%  12.8%  12.7%  8.8%  19.6%  14.2% 
Private boat  Economic data were not collected for this species by the MLPA process 
     
Ca. Sheepshead    
Shore/Pier  21.2%  25.4%  14.3%  8.3%  18.3%  28.0% 
Charter/party  19.2%  23.7%  12.8%  12.6%  20.0%  23.2% 
Private boat  11.9%  17.0%  9.5%  11.0%  13.4%  21.8% 
     
Sand bass    
Shore/Pier  11.3%  13.9%  7.8%  6.8%  12.9%  23.7% 
Charter/party  10.9%  9.2%  8.5%  5.9%  15.2%  12.1% 
Private boat  4.4%  4.1%  3.1%  1.8%  6.0%  6.9% 
     
Surf perch    
Shore/Pier  Economic data were not collected for this species by the MLPA process 
Charter/party  Economic data were not collected for this species by the MLPA process 
Private boat  7.2%  9.1%  4.4%  7.6%  7.1%  4.8% 
     
Shark*    
Shore/Pier  14.1%  11.7%  12.0%  8.4%  16.9%  25.2% 
Charter/party  1.2%  2.1%  0.01%  1.1%  2.3%  3.9% 
Private boat  3.7%  4.7%  4.4%  5.1%  6.1%  10.1% 
     
Whitefish    
Shore/Pier  not a common shoreline species    
Charter/party  19.6%  23.2%  15.9%  16.8%  23.1%  26.1% 
Private boat  Economic data were not collected for this species by the MLPA process 
     
White Seabass    
Shore/Pier  10.9%  11.6%  8.1%  4.4%  15.5%  30.1% 
Charter/party  17.5%  16.3%  12.8%  10.5%  22.5%  23.0% 
Private boat  7.8%  11.2%  5.8%  5.6%  10.1%  20.6% 
     
Yellowtail    
Shore/Pier  not a common shoreline species    
Charter/party  12.2%  12.4%  8.8%  5.4%  12.8%  25.1% 
Private boat  3.1%  4.5%  2.3%  3.0%  4.1%  7.1% 
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The expenditures and impacts from NMFS were for 2006. Recognizing the level of statistical 
error associated with all the data sources used, updating the 2006 results to 2008 levels was not 
regarded as useful. 
 
Economic impact information from NMFS were developed using the IMPLAN modeling system. 
The impacts reported by NMFS included: 

 
Angler expenditures: the total amount spent by anglers to go fishing, including travel and 

equipment expenses. 
Jobs: The total jobs supported in all sectors of the state economy as a result of anglers’ 

expenditures. 
Sales: the total sales stimulated in all sectors of the state economy as a result of anglers’ 

expenditures. 
Value-Added: the dollar value of products and services produced (such as fishing tackle) 

minus the dollar value of all materials and services purchased from other firms. 
 

Not included in the NNFS results were tax revenues. Tax revenues were estimated using 
IMPLAN-derived tax estimates as reported in the American Sportfishing Association’s (ASA) 
“Sportfishing in America” publication, which is generated based on data from the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service and Bureau of Census. This document provides tax impacts for California 
sportfishing, and was based on angler expenditures. A ratio was derived by comparing state and 
local tax revenues ($160.8 million) to expenditures ($1.29 billion) in the ASA report, and 
applying the resulting ratio (.1247, or 12.47 cents per angler dollar) to the NMFS angler 
expenditure estimates to arrive at tax impacts for marine sportfishing. The impacts and 
expenditure data are presented in Tables 5 through 7. 
 
Table 5. Economic Impacts of Marine Recreational Fishing in California, 2006. 

             

   Expenditures  Jobs Total Sales Value Added
State & Local Tax 

Revenues
Shorebased  $1,004,154,913  7,792 $1,220,575,982 $632,433,758 $125,218,118 
Party/Charter  $877,002,275  7,132 $1,092,185,247 $571,082,927 $109,362,184 
Private  $1,145,071,812  8,530 $1,386,414,772 $714,800,315 $142,790,455 
TOTAL  $3,026,229,000  23,454 $3,699,176,000 $1,918,317,000 $377,370,756 

 
Economic estimates specific for Southern California were developed by applying the proportion 
of California’s total marine fishing trips that occur in Southern California to the economic 
impacts reported by NMFS, per the trips data reported in Tables 1 and 2. This was done for each 
mode and then summed to arrive at the final proportion. This proportion was then applied to the 
economic impacts reported in Table 5. Table 6 presents the economic impacts from marine 
recreational fishing for Southern California. 
 
 
Table 6. Economic Impacts of Marine Recreational Fishing in Southern California, 2006. 

                

   Expenditures  Jobs Total Sales Value Added State & Local Tax 
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Revenues

Shorebased  $676,204,553  5,247 $821,943,931 $425,885,071 $84,322,708
Party/Charter  $697,362,904  5,671 $868,469,213 $454,106,061 $86,961,154
Private  $768,182,970  5,722 $930,090,328 $479,530,998 $95,792,416
TOTAL  $2,063,833,599  15,995 $2,522,771,316 $1,308,257,597 $257,360,050

 
 
Table 7. Per-Day Impacts for Southern California Marine Recreational Fishing 

             

   Expenditures  Jobs Total Sales Value Added
State & Local Tax 

Revenues
Shorebased  $221  0.0017 $269 $139 $28
Party/Charter  $1,349  0.0110 $1,680 $878 $168
Private  $798  0.0059 $966 $498 $99
AVERAGE:  $455  0.0035 $556 $288 $57

 
 
Estimated Economics Losses from Proposed Closure Alternatives 
 
The relative economic losses to recreational fishing between the three closure proposals were 
estimated by matching the average of lost fishing area and value to the marine recreational 
impacts reported by NMFS. This was done for each species. The areas and values lost to each 
proposal do not fully represent the level of sportfishing that would be lost under each proposal, 
but based on the lack of data about where anglers actually fish and the assumptions listed in the 
Data Sources section, an average of the lost areas and values are used as a proxy of the 
percentage of trips that would be lost. The primary assumption is that anglers will reduce their 
fishing activity commensurate with the areas lost to fishing. If just one or two localized areas 
were closed to fishing, this assumption would not hold water. But given the magnitude of choice 
fishing areas proposed for closure, along with the earlier closures in the Channel Islands, and the 
increased costs and reduced benefits from fishing the remaining locations, this assumption is 
considered reasonable. If future research is conducted for the MLPA process, potential impacts 
on participation should be examined using standard stated preference methods. 
 
The first step was to estimate the economic impacts per species. The percentage of total fishing 
activity assigned to each species and mode of fishing (Table 3) was applied to the total 
expenditures and impacts for Southern California (Table 6).  The results estimate the 
expenditures and impacts associated with each species per mode. Details are presented in 
Appendix A. Next, the results are multiplied by the amount of fishing expected to be lost per 
mode and species (Table 4). This is done for each proposal. The results are listed below in Table 
8. The sum of the expected losses for each mode and proposal represents the total losses 
expected in California’s economy should the proposal be accepted and implemented.  
 
Table 8. The Expected Harm to California’s Economy from Each Proposed Closure 

Alternative 
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   Proposal 1 

   Expenditures  Jobs  Total Sales  Value Added 
State & Local Tax 

Revenues 
Shore‐based   $    57,087,116   443   $   69,390,850    $    35,954,432    $           7,118,763  
Charter/Party   $    69,159,495   562   $   86,128,602    $    45,035,011    $           8,624,189  
Private Boat   $    50,148,196   374   $   60,717,763    $    31,304,540    $           6,253,480  
TOTAL   $ 176,394,807   1,379   $ 216,237,216    $ 112,293,982    $        21,996,432  

   Proposal 2 

   Expenditures  Jobs  Total Sales  Value Added 
State & Local Tax 

Revenues 
Shore‐based   $    29,240,965   227   $   35,543,141    $    18,416,455    $           3,646,348  
Charter/Party   $    47,401,429   385   $   59,031,935    $    30,866,678    $           5,910,958  
Private Boat   $    34,065,216   254   $   41,245,027    $    21,264,891    $           4,247,932  
TOTAL   $ 110,707,610   866   $ 135,820,104    $    70,548,023    $        13,805,239  

   Proposal 3 

   Expenditures  Jobs  Total Sales  Value Added 
State & Local Tax 

Revenues 
Shore‐based   $ 108,964,436   846   $ 132,449,060    $    68,627,646    $        13,587,865  
Charter/Party   $    81,239,429   661   $ 101,172,492    $    52,901,175    $        10,130,557  
Private Boat   $    70,205,866   523   $   85,002,922    $    43,825,352    $           8,754,671  
TOTAL   $ 260,409,731   2,029   $ 318,624,474    $ 165,354,173    $        32,473,094  

 
 

The results in Table 8 show that Proposal 3 presents the worst possible economic loss scenario. 
Up to 866 jobs, nearly $14 million in state tax revenues and $111 million in retail sales would be 
in jeopardy. The results are best used to compare the relative differences between proposals.  
Proposal 3 represents 135 percent greater losses than Proposal 2, the least damaging proposal. 
Proposal 1 represents 59 percent more economic losses than Proposal 2. All of these proposals 
present even greater threats to conservation and funding in California, with little chance of 
substitute revenue sources, as described in the next sections. 
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Fish and Wildlife Viewing and Other Recreational Activities Are Not Equal 
Economic Substitutes for Recreational Fishing 

 
 
An argument is often made that, in areas closed to fishing, wildlife viewing and non-fishing 
kayaking would replace lost angler dollars. While fish and wildlife viewing is a worthwhile and 
positive activity, the economic impacts are not equal:  

• The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service provides comparisons between sportfishing and 
wildlife viewing. In 2006, the average California angler spent $1,396 annually for travel 
and equipment. The average fish and wildlife viewer spent $641 annually for travel and 
equipment. To maintain economic impacts, more than two new wildlife viewers will be 
needed to replace each lost angler. Considering there are currently no road blocks to 
wildlife viewing in California, creating new fish and wildlife viewers may be a difficult 
proposition. 

• Based on information from the Outdoor Industries Association, nearly four times more 
fish and wildlife viewers are needed to replace the travel-related dollars injected into the 
local economy annually by one average angler (See Appendix B).  

• Considering the additional equipment required to recreationally fish compared to fish and 
wildlife viewing and kayaking (costlier boats, fuel, fishing tackle, electronics, bait, 
trailers, etc.), anglers spend more in the local economy. (Appendix B). 

• There are 39 percent more anglers in the U.S. than kayakers (Outdoor Industries 
Foundation, 2006). Replacing anglers with non-fishing kayakers will be difficult.  
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Implications to Marine Conservation Funding 
 
 
Reducing sportfishing will have a direct impact on marine conservation. All conservation efforts 
require dollars. Anglers are the major source of aquatic conservation funding. There is a federal 
excise tax on sportfishing equipment and boat fuel with 100 percent of the revenues dedicated to 
fisheries and wetland conservation: the Federal Aid in Sport Fish Restoration Trust Fund. In 
fiscal year 2009, anglers provided California with over $20 million in excise tax revenues for 
fisheries and marine habitat conservation, benefitting all marine and aquatic life.  
 
In addition, anglers must purchase a license every year. This generates an even bigger source of 
revenue. In 2009, the State reported California’s anglers paid $60 million for sportfishing 
licenses. One hundred percent of these funds go to fisheries and habitat conservation in 
California. Any diversion of these funds to other purposes would disqualify the State from 
receiving its share of federal sport fish excise tax revenues.  
 
Actions that reduce marine sportfishing would have a direct impact on conservation funding. 
Recognizing the State’s limited abilities to replace any source of funding, imposing sportfishing 
restrictions would certainly reduce the $80 million contributed by anglers annually for fisheries 
and habitat conservation. 
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Anglers Will Not Shift 100% of Their Fishing Effort to Other Areas 
 
 
Some anglers, after closures, will shift their fishing to other locations. How many will shift, and 
if they will fish as often, is unknown. Based on empirical data, overall fishing activity will 
decrease once areas are off limits to anglers. Any first year economics student knows when 
prices go up, demand goes down. If something costs more, less will be sold. This is true for 
fishing. In 2005, the American Sportfishing Association (ASA) analyzed years of fishing license 
data for approximately 35 states, including California. The purpose was to identify optimal 
license prices. The analysis showed that, for every $1 increase in license prices, sales of annual 
saltwater licenses in California fall by 40,000 and 24,000 fewer 1-day licenses are sold. By 
requiring anglers to travel further, to put up with more crowding at the remaining places, or to 
receive a lesser quality experience while fishing secondary spots, closures represent a defacto 
price or cost increase. When the cost of fishing goes up, fewer people will fish. (Data source: 
http://www.asafishing.org/asa/statistics/reports/fishornot.html.) 
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Appendix A: Detailed Impacts Per Species and Mode for each Proposal 

 
   PROPOSAL 1 (by % value lost)  PROPOSAL 2 (by % value lost)  PROPOSAL 3 (by % value lost) 

  
Retail 

Sales ($)  Jobs  Sales ($) 
Value 

Added ($) 
Retail 

Sales ($)  Jobs  Sales 

Value 
Added 
($) 

Retail Sales 
($)  Jobs  Sales 

Value 
Added ($) 

     

Barracuda    

Shore/Pier  2,265,627  18  2,753,927  1,426,930  937,801  7  1,139,921  590,643  5,943,409  46  7,224,366  3,743,260 

Charter/Party  5,229,292  43  6,512,361  3,405,190  3,925,545  32  4,888,724  2,556,221  6,854,184  56  8,535,940  4,463,281 

Private vessel  3,194,225  24  3,867,461  1,993,965  2,514,144  19  3,044,042  1,569,431  4,297,405  32  5,203,155  2,682,615 

     

Bonito    

Shore/Pier  2,666,564  21  3,241,277  1,679,447  799,623  6  971,963  503,616  5,879,616  46  7,146,824  3,703,082 

Charter/Party    

Private vessel  2,258,204  17  2,734,158  1,409,663  1,581,557  12  1,914,897  987,272  3,109,779  23  3,765,216  1,941,250 

     

Ca. Halibut    

Shore/Pier  10,480,001  81  12,738,709  6,600,482  5,593,259  43  6,798,749  3,522,729  15,266,100  118  18,556,335  9,614,848 

Charter/Party  4,699,301  38  5,852,330  3,060,072  3,075,201  25  3,829,738  2,002,497  5,751,699  47  7,162,947  3,745,369 

Private vessel  3,883,991  29  4,702,607  2,424,545  2,196,008  16  2,658,853  1,370,837  4,879,478  36  5,907,909  3,045,968 

     

Calico Bass / Kelp bass    

Shore/Pier  9,003,245  70  10,943,675  5,670,396  4,107,850  32  4,993,197  2,587,194  17,884,438  139  21,738,992  11,263,922 

Charter/Party  8,145,624  66  10,144,250  5,304,236  5,820,252  47  7,248,321  3,790,009  10,286,498  84  12,810,413  6,698,322 

Private vessel  6,794,068  51  8,226,031  4,241,133  4,355,242  32  5,273,181  2,718,719  9,207,920  69  11,148,642  5,747,957 

     

Croaker    

Shore/Pier  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0 

Charter/Party    

Private vessel  2,368,304  18  2,867,464  1,478,392  1,682,527  13  2,037,148  1,050,302  4,491,512  33  5,438,173  2,803,784 

     

Lingcod    

Charter/Party  197,790  2  240,419  124,572  160,515  1  195,110  101,095  226,366  2  275,154  142,569 

Private vessel    

     

Mackerels    

Shore/Pier  7,162,447  56  8,706,138  4,511,030  4,611,463  36  5,605,352  2,904,378  16,179,448  126  19,666,533  10,190,090 

Charter/Party    

Private vessel  4,449,951  33  5,387,852  2,777,840  3,014,495  22  3,649,851  1,881,770  5,297,414  39  6,413,932  3,306,861 

     

Rockfish    

Shore/Pier  2,608,806  20  3,171,070  1,643,070  975,956  8  1,186,300  614,674  5,993,773  47  7,285,584  3,774,980 

Charter/Party  10,762,567  88  13,403,291  7,008,326  8,888,508  72  11,069,410  5,787,984  12,227,451  99  15,227,602  7,962,224 

Private vessel  5,174,720  39  6,265,378  3,230,270  3,899,151  29  4,720,962  2,434,008  6,916,367  52  8,374,106  4,317,477 

     

Ca. Scorpionfish    

Shore/Pier    

Charter/Party  7,196,467  59  8,962,206  4,686,167  4,933,365  40  6,143,825  3,212,489  8,006,247  65  9,970,675  5,213,477 

Private vessel    
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Ca. Sheepshead    

Shore/Pier  3,388,168  26  4,118,404  2,133,925  1,101,977  9  1,339,481  694,044  3,736,027  29  4,541,236  2,353,013 

Charter/Party  12,264,124  100  15,273,273  7,986,105  6,528,343  53  8,130,150  4,251,101  12,034,178  98  14,986,908  7,836,369 

Private vessel  7,737,189  58  9,367,931  4,829,868  5,012,762  37  6,069,285  3,129,170  9,900,930  74  11,987,716  6,180,562 

     

Sand bass    

Shore/Pier  10,201,172  79  12,399,786  6,424,871  5,016,507  39  6,097,693  3,159,481  17,439,129  135  21,197,708  10,983,459 

Charter/Party  4,416,714  36  5,500,407  2,876,059  2,833,166  23  3,528,318  1,844,890  5,814,668  47  7,241,366  3,786,373 

Private vessel  2,349,791  18  2,845,048  1,466,835  1,061,336  8  1,285,031  662,529  4,012,291  30  4,857,949  2,504,635 

     

Surf perch    

Shore/Pier  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0 

Charter/Party    

Private vessel  3,359,943  25  4,068,107  2,097,413  2,811,040  21  3,403,513  1,754,765  1,772,116  13  2,145,619  1,106,227 

     

Shark    

Shore/Pier  7,297,957  57  8,870,854  4,596,377  5,236,382  41  6,364,957  3,297,962  15,773,939  122  19,173,627  9,934,694 

Charter/Party  744,422  6  927,075  484,750  380,804  3  474,239  247,971  1,367,186  11  1,702,642  890,279 

Private vessel  2,511,024  19  3,040,264  1,567,483  2,724,298  20  3,298,490  1,700,618  5,408,470  40  6,548,395  3,376,186 

     

Whitefish    

Charter/Party  11,395,266  93  14,191,230  7,420,325  8,240,132  67  10,261,946  5,365,777  12,801,105  104  15,942,009  8,335,774 

     
White 
Seabass    

Shore/Pier  1,709,619  13  2,078,085  1,076,747  653,057  5  793,808  411,307  4,427,222  34  5,381,402  2,788,339 

Charter/Party  4,305,719  35  5,362,178  2,803,781  2,776,112  23  3,457,265  1,807,738  6,096,212  50  7,591,990  3,969,708 

Private vessel  5,084,644  38  6,156,317  3,174,041  2,560,108  19  3,099,693  1,598,123  9,353,838  70  11,325,316  5,839,046 

     

Yellowtail    

Charter/Party  105,721  1  128,506  66,585  46,573  0  56,611  29,333  214,968  2  261,299  135,390 

Private vessel  982,142  7  1,189,145  613,093  652,547  5  790,082  407,346  1,558,346  12  1,886,793  972,783 
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Appendix B: Relative Expenditures by Type of Recreation 
 

(Source: Outdoor Industries Association, 2006; American Sportfishing Association, 2002) 
 
 
 
 

  Travel $$ Equipment $$ Participants 
Avg Travel 

$$/Year Avg Gear $$/Yr 
Fishing* $16,205,000,000 $6,416,000,000 32,900,000 $492.55 $195.02 

Paddle Sports* $11,778,000,000 $2,668,000,000 23,596,000 $499.15 $113.07 
Wildlife 
Viewing** $8,591,000,000 $8,845,000,000 66,100,000 $129.97 $133.81 

      
* Recognizing the varied data sources between these estimates and the relative sample sizes, statistical 
significance between the sportfishing and paddlesports estimates cannot be determined. It is unknown if these 
numbers are significantly different. The numbers used here are national numbers, and include all types of fishing 
and paddle sports. The relative cost differences to fish from boats along the California coast are expected to 
make the average fishing trip much more costly compared to the national average reported here. The cost to 
access the coast by kayaks may also differ from the national average. 

** The fishing and wildlife viewing estimates come from the same source and are statistically different and can be 
compared. 
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SOUTH COAST MARINE PROTECTED AREAS PROJECT 
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

 

P:\28907149 RLFF South Coast MPA EIR\600 DLVR\601 - URS Prepared\__FEIR 11-2010\`Vol 4` Comments and Responses\Responses\05_Organizations Responses Compiled.doc 131131 

Responses to Comment Letter A95_iii  

Response to Comment A95_iii: The letter is a report on the economic and 
conservation impacts of recreational fishing closures in Southern California. The report does 
not comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR, and no response is required. 
However, the commenter’s submittal will be considered by the Commission prior to making 
a decision on the Project.. 
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About the Author 

Richard Louv is chairman of the Children and Nature Network. He is the author of "Last Child in the 

Woods: Saving Our Children from Nature-Deficit Disorder."  

By Richard Louv on October 4th, 2010  

GROW OUTSIDE! Keynote Address to the 
American Academy of Pediatrics National 
Conference 
Comments 5  

Adapted excerpts from Richard Louv’s plenary keynote address 

to the American Academy of Pediatrics National Conference, Oct. 2, 2010 in San Francisco. On Oct. 1, Louv 

made similar remarks at the UCSF Conference, Children First: Promoting Ecological Health for the Whole 

Child. 

More than three decades ago, when Dr. Mary Brown‘s children were growing up in Bend, Oregon 

(she describes it as a city at the base of the Cascade Mountains with a world class fly-fishing river 

running through it and where the sun shines over 300 days a year), it never occurred to her that much of 

her practice as a pediatrician would one day be so focused on childhood obesity and depression. 

These maladies, as she described them in an e-mail to me a few days ago, are the ones ―that happen 

when kids move inside and interact with their video games and computers instead of outside playing 

with each other and using their imaginations.‖ She continued, ―Just this week I saw a teenager who 
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attempted suicide, who had no friends, no activities, and no ideas about how to change her life. Her life 

had been moving from place to place with nothing but a computer for a friend. A month, ago I saw a 13-

year-old boy who weighed over 300 pounds who told me if he didn‘t have his video games he would 

have no reason to live.‖ She added, ―Last weekend it was 75 degrees and sunny and I went for a long 

walk though several neighborhoods that were safe, with open spaces and endless opportunities for 

outdoor activities and I was not able to find one child outside looking for lizards, butterflies or playing 

with other kids.‖ 

The disconnect with the outdoors, especially the natural world, is, she says, ―one of the core reasons for 

so many of the physical and mental problems that have changed the practice of pediatrics over the last 

20 years.‖ 

Dr. Brown, a member of the board of directors of the American Academy of Pediatrics, believes that 

pediatricians can play a vital role in the movement to reconnect children to nature, because they so often 

see the symptoms of what I‘ve called nature-deficit disorder. I introduced that term in ―Last Child in the 

Woods.‖ In that book and since, I emphasize that nature-deficit disorder is a societal disorder, and in no 

way a medical diagnosis – though perhaps someday it should be. Rather, the term gives us a way to 

consider the price children, and all of us, pay for our growing alienation from the natural world. That 

disconnect is, many of us believe, a partial explanation for what pediatricians now call the ―millennial 

morbidities, ‖ which include increases in childhood depression and asthma; a rise  in vitamin D 

deficiency which can cause rickets and lead to osteoporosis; and growing incidences of type -2 diabetes 

among children — an increase so significant (type 2 now accounts for up to half of the new cases of 

childhood diabetes) that the term ―adult-onset‖ diabetes is no longer used. 

As Dr. Brown points out, for many pediatricians, the strategic pediatric priorities have changed 

from infectious disease, immunizations and car seats and helmets to mental health, obesity and 

early brain development, ―all of which could be changed by re-connecting our kids to the wonder 

of nature.‖ 

A few years ago, after the publication of ―Last Child,‖ I suggested a pediatrics ―Grow Outside!‖ 

campaign. The idea, as I described it in the updated edition in 2008, was that  pediatricians and other 

health professionals could be powerful voices for that reconnection, by offering ―prescriptions‖ to go 

outside, along with posters, pamphlets, and personal persuasion. What some of us had in mind was an 

effort modeled on the national physical fitness campaign launched by President John F. Kennedy. Since 

then, we‘ve seen some wonderful progress – the First Lady‘s campaign, ―Let‘s Move‖ (and its recently 

added subset, ―Let‘s Move Outside‖) against child obesity. A number of new campaigns, which I‘ll 

describe a bit later, are enlisting health care providers to encourage independent or close -to-independent 

play in the natural world. 
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Along with educators, conservationists, business people and many others, pediatricians are already 

helping to lead this movement. Pediatricians and other pediatric health providers are particularly 

effective at this because of  their special, trusted voice. I‘m here today to ask you to raise that voice. 

Please understand what we are not requesting: We are not asking you to consider the nature prescription 

as a replacement for traditional evidence-based approaches; when appropriate, it should be considered 

complimentary to traditional therapies. While correlative evidence is rolling in, we still lack sufficient, 

rigorous longitudinal research. This disparity does not necessarily reflect the relative importance of 

nature-based therapy versus other modalities, but rather where the funding for research comes from. 

Nonetheless, the correlative evidence does tend to point in a single, common-sense direction: Getting 

children outside can be good for their health, and getting them outside in nature may well offer special 

benefits. 

Here is a sample of what the research suggests, and what pediatrics professionals can do: 

•Contact with the natural world appears to significantly reduce symptoms of attention deficit disorder in 

children as young as five. 

•Nearby nature, and even a view of nature from a bedroom window, can reduce  stress in children 

•Older children who spent more time outside were generally more physically active and had a lower 

prevalence of overweight than children who spent less time outside. (Less is known about the impact on 

very young children.) 

•Children in greener neighborhoods appear to have lower body weight changes.  

•Spending time outdoors may help prevent myopia.  

•Play in natural environments is associated with young children‘s improved motor abilities and increased 

creativity. 

•Access to nature nurtures self-discipline and self-confidence among children, including children with 

disabilities. 

•Natural environments, such as parks, foster recovery from mental fatigue and may help children learn.  

•Green exercise may offer added benefits when compared to equal exertion in indoor gyms. 

•In hospitals, clinics and medical offices, incorporate nature into the design to help children, and their 

families, reduce stress and heal. 
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•The concept of ―play,‖ including play in nature, is more compelling and inviting to mos t adult 

caregivers, parents and guardians than ―exercise.‖ 

An additional benefit of nature experience has received scant attention, yet it is one of the most stirring: 

family bonding. ―Research has not looked specifically at a link between outdoor experience and quality 

of parent-child attachment, and certainly parents can be sensitive and responsive to their babies and 

young children indoors or out,‖ says Martha Farrell Erickson, Ph.D., a developmental psychologist and a 

past children‘s health advisor to the White House. ―But, in many ways, the natural world seems to invite 

and facilitate parent-child connection and sensitive interactions.‖ What better way to escape the 

constant, interrupting beeping of modern life, and actually have a chance to spend concentrated time 

with your child, than with a walk in the woods? 

How pediatricians, nurses and other pediatric health professionals can help  

In 2009, Janet Ady of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service stood before a crowd of grassroots leaders 

gathered by the Children & Nature Network. She held up an outsized pharmacy bottle. Within the bottle 

was a physician‘s ―prescription‖ — one that would be as appropriate for adults as it would be for 

children. The contents of the medicine bottle included a variety of information, including a Web address 

to National Wildlife Refuges, a guide to animal tracks, Leave No Trace tips, a link to information on 

planting native vegetation to help bring back butterfly and bird migration routes, a Power Bar, and other 

items — including a temporary tattoo of migratory birds. 

The label read: ―Directions: Use daily, outdoors in nature. Go on a nature walk, watch birds, and 

observe trees. Practice respectful outdoor behavior in solitude or take with friends and family. 

Refill: Unlimited. Expires: Never.‖ 

In your practices, in every community, at every economic level, please consider suggesting to parents 

that they get their children and themselves into nature. The AAP has long dedicated itself to improving 

health by prescribing healthier habits and environments. ―The Academy is doing our part by calling on 

every pediatrician to calculate body mass index (BMI) for every child over the age of two at every well -

child visit,‖ according to Dr. Judith Palfreey, AAP president. ―We are encouraging our 60,000 

pediatricians to give out official child-friendly ―prescriptions‖ for healthy, active living—good nutrition 

and physical activity—at every well-child visit. Using these ‗prescriptions,‘ pediatricians will work with 

families to set goals for good eating habits and physical activity.‖ What else can pediatricians and 

pediatric health providers do, perhaps more specific to the nature connection?  

•Learn more about the research on the restorative power of nature, and pass this in formation on to 

parents and other caregivers. 
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•Informally recommend green exercise in nearby nature to your patients and their families.  

•Offer written information (C&NN can help with this) about the health benefits of outdoor play.  

•Educate families about the powers of nature for stress reduction for children and parents.  

•Recommend nature time for parent-child family bonding, including infants. 

•Provide information on where parents, grandparents and other caregivers can get outdoors.  

•Provide safety information about nature: how to avoid ticks and noxious plants, for example.  

•Hand out C&NN‘s family nature club toolkits, encouraging multiple families to head outside together.  

•Get involved with or help start a regional campaign. (Over 80 already exist in North America; these 

groups are your nearby allies.) 

•Use biophilic design principles in your office, clinic or hospital.  

•When a family first comes to you, give them a Grow Outside! picnic or gardening basket filled with 

pamphlets, maps, a compass, a trowel. 

•Attend one of the Nature Champion training sessions offered by the National Environmental Education 

Foundation (NEEF). 

•Take a hike yourself; be restored in nature.  

Pediatricians, pediatric nurse practitioners, and other health care professionals can also help by pushing 

for more research funding. But as Howard Frumkin, Dean of the University of Washington School of 

Public Health, often says, yes, we need more research, ―but we know enough to act.‖  

Grow Outside! How to get started 

To get started, log on to the Children & Nature Network, which offers a Grow Outside! Start Guide with 

links to C&NN‘s own extensive research pages, blogs, the regional or state campaigns in or near your 

community, family nature club tool kits (in English and Spanish), and Nature Rocks for fast and easy 

actions parents can take. 
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The guide, which also offers sample prescription forms for nature, will also lead you to the good works, 

related to pediatrics, of many organizations, including AAP, the National Wildlife Federation, Audubon, 

and NEEF, which has recently launched its ambitious Children and Nature Initiative. 

NEEF‘s program is designed to educate pediatricians and other pediatric health care providers about 

health benefits of spending time outdoors in nature, and connect them to local nature sites, so that they 

can refer families to safe and easily accessible outdoor areas. NEEF is holding a series of ―train -the-

trainer‖ workshops to prepare pediatric health care providers to serve as Nature Champions. NEEF 

offers adaptable nature prescription pads, patient brochures and pediatric environmental history forms, a 

training presentation, and a fact sheet highlighting key scientific studies. The Initiative is guided by an 

advisory committee of experts from major medical institutions, including AAP. 

Directly related to C&NN‘s work, in Holland, Michigan, Dr. Paul Dykema changed his pediatrics clinic 

waiting area to include posters about reconnecting children and nature, for their health and well -being. 

He provides a waiting room video about the benefits to children and families from nature-based 

experiences; incorporates recommendations for nature-based time outdoors in all the regular family 

wellness meetings for parents and children from birth and older; and has a special instruction pad for 

children prescribing an hour a day of outdoor play in nature, and 20 minutes of reading a day. And in 

Ohio, Dr. Wendy Anderson is taking the lead with the medical community, as part of the Leave No 

Child Inside Central Ohio Collaborative — one example of how regional campaigns can build public 

support. 

The nature prescription isn‘t for everyone, and it‘s no panacea. The experience must take place in a 

larger context of healthy relationships, diet and environment. But based on the emerging evidence, 

the restorative power of nature can help many children. 

Within the health professions, interest in the nature prescription is already growing. Healing gardens on 

hospital grounds are now popular. Dr. Daphne Miller, a general practitioner in Noe Valley, Califo rnia, 

envisions nature prescriptions as part of the burgeoning field of integrated medicine. ―Nature is another 

tool in our toolbox,‖ says Miller, who, in addition to her medical practice, is associate clinical professor 

in the Department of Family and Community Medicine, University of California, San Francisco. She 

also believes that park rangers can, in effect, become health providers.  So can whole park districts. 
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Santa Fe, New Mexico, in an effort to fight the high rate of diabetes there, launched its Prescription 

Trails program, which is partially funded by the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. Besides 

trail time, physicians can refer their patients to a trail guide.  In 2010, a pilot program in Portland, 

Oregon, began pairing physicians with park professionals, who will record whether the outdoor 

―prescriptions‖ are fulfilled; the park prescription program will be part of a longitudinal study to 

measure the effect on health. 

Any parent whose child has ever been sick – which means all of us – has deep respect, even love, for the 

pediatricians and other pediatric health providers in their lives. It‘s one thing to put our trust for our own 

lives in a doctor‘s hands; it‘s quite another thing when the lives at stake are our children‘s. The gift you 

give us is much more than your technical knowledge. You give us your kindness and wisdom. You calm 

our fears. So I‘m here today to ask your help in the movement to reconnect our children and future 

generations to the natural world. I ask this for their physical and psychological health, their ability to 

learn, their capacity for wonder – for their ability to feel fully alive in a very real world.  

______________ 

 

Richard Louv is chairman of the Children and Nature Network. He is the 

author of “Last Child in the Woods: Saving Our Children from Nature-Deficit Disorder.”  
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Responses to Comment Letter A95_iv 

Response to Comment A95_iv: The letter is a keynote address from the American 
Academy of Pediatrics National Conference related to the importance of maintaining a 
connection to nature and the outdoors. The address does not comment on the content or 
adequacy of the Draft EIR, and no response is required. However, the commenter’s submittal 
will be considered by the Commission prior to making a decision on the Project. 
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Responses to Comment Letter A95_v 

Response to Comment A95_v: The letter is a paper on environmental justice-related 
effects on children. The paper does not comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft 
EIR, and no response is required. However, the commenter’s submittal will be considered by 
the Commission prior to making a decision on the Project. 
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1933 Temple Ave 

          Signal Hill, CA 90755 

          Phone: (562) 494-9900 

          Fax: (562) 494-9980 

          

 

 
 
 
August 2, 2010 
 
MLPA SCSR DEIR 
Department of Fish and Game 
South Coast MLPA Office 
4665 Lampson, Suite C 
Los Alamitos, CA 92679 
 
RE:  CEQA Scoping Comment 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
On behalf of United Anglers of Southern California we would like to submit the following scoping 
comment. 
 
The Los Angeles metropolitan area is the 2nd largest metropolitan complex in the United States in terms 
of population.  Cities and state agencies within the metropolitan area expend huge sums procured from 
the state and federal governments to provide for open spaces, to enhance and maintain resources and 
to aid in the providing of recreational opportunities for the urban and suburban populations.   
 
The preferred option greatly limits access to the use of marine resources.  For example:  The marine 
reserve at Laguna Beach eliminates 96% of the popular maximum kelp habitat within 10 nautical miles of 
the mouth of Newport Harbor.  In addition shore access to the use of marine resources in the City of 
Laguna Beach is completely eliminated.  Very few public access points remain outside of Laguna Beach 
to the kelp resource and are more distant from nearby urban and suburban areas.  
 
In the City of Malibu marine closures eliminate over 2,000 off highway public parking spaces for access 
to the use of marine resources.  This loss comprises approximately 90% of the public off highway beach 
parking access available in the area.  In addition the closure at Zuma beach eliminates virtually all of the 
level or ramped public beach access important to the disabled to obtain access for the use of marine 
resources.  Zuma Beach is a prime destination from the suburban San Fernando Valley with too few 
alternatives available.  Other similar issues, such as the loss of overnight campground access to the use 
of marine resources, exist throughout the Los Angeles, Orange, and San Diego County areas that make 
up the extended metropolitan area.   
 
With videophilia a growing national health issue and its affects exaggerated in urban and suburban 
environments where fewer opportunities are available as an attractive alternative the following was 
published by MSNBC in February 2008. 

Camping, fishing and per capita visits to parks are all declining in a shift away from nature-based 
recreation, researchers report in Monday’s online edition of Proceedings of the National Academy of 
Sciences. 

“Declining nature participation has crucial implications for current conservation efforts,” wrote co-
authors Oliver R. W. Pergams and Patricia A. Zaradic. “We think it probable than any major decline  
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MLPA SCSR DEIR Page 2 August 2, 2010 
 

in the value placed on natural areas and experiences will greatly reduce the value people place on 
biodiversity conservation.” 

“The replacement of vigorous outdoor activities by sedentary, indoor videophilia has far-reaching 
consequences for physical and mental health, especially in children,” Pergams said in a statement. 
“Videophilia has been shown to be a cause of obesity, lack of socialization, attention disorders and 
poor academic performance.” 

The research was funded by The Nature Conservancy. 

By studying visits to national and state park and the issuance of hunting and fishing licenses the 
researchers documented declines of between 18 percent and 25 percent in various types of outdoor 
recreation. 

Many persons currently motivated to engage in healthy activities by opportunities for the use of marine 
resources in Malibu, Newport and Laguna and other places are already at the limit of their personal 
resources for transportation, parking, and available shore access to partake in the use of these 
resources.  Not everybody has the resources and the time to travel to more distant underutilized areas 
outside of the metropolis or the motivation to engage in more regimented alternatives.   
 
We understand the need for good and efficient fishery management to prevent overfishing; however, to 
the extent closures are utilized, these kinds of protections need to be carefully balanced with the access 
needed for the use of the expected improvement in marine resources by all, including the children, the 
disabled, and the less fortunate.  A thorough examination of this issue in CEQA will aid in ensuring 
environmental justice and help build a healthy society.  The citizens of the 2nd largest metropolitan area 
in the nation should expect no less. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Bob Osborn 
Fishery Consultant for United Anglers of Southern California 
 
Cc:   Thomas Napoli, Department of Fish and Game, by email 
 Adrianna Shea, Fish and Game Commission, by email 
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Responses to Comment Letter A95_vi 

Response to Comment A95_vi: The letter is a resubmittal of a comment letter 
submitted in response to the Notice of Preparation for the Draft EIR. The letter does not 
address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, and no response is required. 
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December 7, 2009 
 
California Fish and Game Commission 
C/O California Natural Resources Agency 
1416 Ninth Street 
P.O. Box 944209 
Sacramento, CA 94244-2090 
 
RE: South Coast Marine Life Protection Act  
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
United Anglers of Southern California (UASC) represents thousands of dues paying recreational 
fishermen in Southern California and approximately 20,000 club members from over 70 affiliated 
recreational fishing clubs.  UASC was founded over 20 years ago to advance conservation of 
our oceans and has a rich track record of protecting and enhancing the marine resources of 
Southern California.  

UASC supports Proposal 2 as best representing a broad array of stakeholder interests.  The 24 
Regional Stakerholders Group (RSG) Workgroup 2 developers of Proposal 2 included 
representatives of recreational and commercial fishing and other ocean user groups including 
harbors, sanitation, local governments, military, science community, marina operators, and 
coastal tourism.  The proposal they developed received the unanimous support of these diverse 
groups.  

UASC also recognizes the efforts of the Blue Ribbon Task Force (BRTF) and the Marine Life 
Protection Act Initiative team, who developed or caused to be developed additional proposals 
respectively designated as the Integrated Preferred Alternative (IPA) and Proposal 1 to 
recommend higher levels of conservation for consideration.  We applaud the efforts of these 
groups to meet the challenge of designing a network of Marine Protected Areas (MPAs) that 
provide high levels of conservation while attempting to limit socio-economic impacts.  We 
believe great progress has been made towards achieving the goals of California’s ocean 

program.  Proposal 2, we believe achieves that, however, we also recognize that a round 4 
would have almost certainly resulted in some changes to Proposal 2 because of changes in 
feasibility and science guidelines that occurred after round 3 was completed.  

From UASC’s perspective this was particularly true with regards to protection level and 

boundary feasibility guidelines for the introduction of catch and release fishing into a coastal 
MPA.    Boundary feasibility guideline changes also affected the ability to propose some unique 
shapes to address explicit stakeholder needs.     

UASC would like to offer for the consideration of the Fish and Game Commission some ideas 
for small modifications to the north mainland subregion.  We would like to stress that it is not 
likely all these changes would have emerged out of a round 4 effort as there are important 
elements in Proposal 2 in comparison to the IPA that are of great concern to certain 
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California Fish and Game Commission 

December 7, 2009 

Page  2 

 
stakeholders.  These concerns cover a number of areas of fair concern from the inclusion of 
MPAs, such as undersized ones not rated by the Science Advisory Team (SAT) to contribute to 
network completeness and placements of a marine reserve where a state marine conservation 
area would have served well enough preserving a sustainable activity such as swordfish 
harpoon fishing.  Potential issues among the various user groups are numerous and therefore 
we will keep our requests for consideration to a minimum and try to offer instead, a cafeteria 
array of options of high priority while recognizing that in each case where deviations occur from 
Proposal 2 there are many other stories to be told.  

We believe all these suggestions would improve the likely success of the IPA.   These 
improvements will be detailed under the explicit suggestions.   We would note that other 
suggestions will be submitted by others that we are supportive of but have not included them 
here for the purpose of brevity.  

Please consider these suggestions individually.   These suggestions are not dependent upon 
one another.  

Pt Dume External Boundary Change 
This change is a minor modification to an option considered by the BRTF that addresses every 
concern expressed by the SAT in evaluating the three BRTF options.  This shape does that 
while greatly reducing what are primarily social concerns beyond the economic impacts. 

 

A little background on how this proposal emerged.  During the BRTF deliberations a 
compromise shape was agreed to at during the October 22 meeting (Option 2).   Between the 
Oct 22 and Nov 10 meetings some additional options were added one of which was eventually 
adopted by the BRTF into the IPA.  Of the 3 options at Pt Dume the SAT pointed out some 
shortcomings. 
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Options 1 and 2 split the kelp across two patches and Option 3 included only a small portion of 
the canyon off the point.  The picture below depicts a 4th option that does not introduce any new 
elements but combines the western boundary of option 3 with the eastern boundary of option 2 
that provides for both more conservation and addresses some special stakeholder needs.   
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Conservation benefits: 

a. Full replicate of kelp in one chunk larger than the minimum replicate size (1.14 miles) 
b. Full canyon coverage (as SAT noted for Option 2 eastern boundary) 
c. Larger MPA cluster (23.51 square miles vs. IPA 23.28 square miles) 
d. Significantly more persistent kelp (1.52 miles vs. IPA 1.41 miles) 
e. Meets all available science guidelines 

Socio-economic benefits: 

a. Keep area open where kayak fishing schools operate. 
b. Improved safety for kayakers. 
c. Promotes safe kayak launching. 
d. Important pelagic fishing opportunities for all recreational sectors in waters at the Big 

Kelp Reef 
e. More easily identifiable boundaries promoting compliance and enjoyment. 
f. Heritage kayak fishing site, where it all began. 
g. Particularly important for less skilled and new kayak fishing entrants. 
h. Water conditions make alternative to west far less available. 

Narrative:  

The Paradise Cove area has been a long time very popular fishing area due to the protected 
waters in the lee of Pt Dume.  The area to the west is also very important waters and 
considerable economic pain to many stakeholders results at that end. However, this 
recommended change brings important considerations to the table that was not measured by 
Ecotrust.  This area is the area of operation of two kayaking fishing schools.  The calm waters 
here are where the sport started and today serves primarily as the area to introduce new 
participants to the sport.  The protected waters provide year round opportunities and  additional 
safety for novices.  Nearby Escondido beach provides a safe launch site with typically the 
smallest surf in Los Angeles County next to Paradise Cove itself where kayak launching is 
prohibited by the private ownership.  The waters to the west contained in Proposal 2 represents 
important fishing waters to both recreational and commercial fishermen and if the water and 
launch conditions were the equivalent this area could be an equivalent area to keep open as the 
fishing opportunities are excellent here as well.  Finally, the bluff and boiler rocks at Little Dume 
Pt provide a far clearer marker for an MPA boundary.  The boundary we are recommending at 
the west end of the MPA complex is also more easily identifiable.  Thus with the greater 
conservation offered by this adjustment combined with social and safety issues particularly for 
less experienced fishermen makes for a win-win situation.  

Pt Dume Internal Boundary Change.  
The Pt Dume complex of MPAs in the IPA is made up of a high conservation SMCA of 15.85 
square miles and a SMR of 7.43 square miles for a “backbone” MPA cluster of 23.28 square 

miles combined, making for the largest MPA cluster on the South Coast mainland and second 
largest new MPA cluster behind Begg Rock SMR.  The recommended internal boundary change 
returns an SMCA of 9.73 square miles with an SMR of 13.78 square miles for a “backbone” 

cluster of 23.51 square miles.  These figures and the picture below are inclusive of the 
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modification above to the external boundaries but could stand alone without substantively 
changing the figures in this paragraph. 

 
 
Conservation benefits:  

Since the SAT has not delineated any differences between a high conservation SMCA and a 
SMR the boundary change results in no change in conservation value.  

Socio-economic benefits:  

Boundary change provides diver access for spearfishing of pelagic finfish at Pt Dume rocks.  
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Narrative:  

Pt Dume rocks represent one of the premiere spearfishing experiences in the world.  The 
promontory at Pt Dume is frequently visited by yellowtail, white seabass, bonito and 
occasionally bluefin tuna.  The public parking lot provides a rare opportunity for the shore-based 
diver easy swimming distance access to this opportunity.  A diver can pull off the Pacific Coast 
Highway, park, suit up, and swim to the rocks in altogether in about 15 to 20 minutes.  It is an 
experience that the divers very dearly do not want to lose.  Additionally since their activity has 
zero impact from bycatch or effect on species likely to benefit from MPAs, there is no good 
reason to take this opportunity away if it can be avoided.   The dividing line between the MPAs 
meets the Department of Fish and Game (DFG) feasibility guidelines as of the last evaluation 
and the latitudinal boundary sits both on a tenth of minute graticule and the outer edge of the 
boiler rocks off of Pt Dume for both easy electronic and visual identification.   The longitudinal 
boundary is tangent to the eastern face of the high vertical bluff forming the point proper 
providing a clear and unambiguous visual boundary that can be seen well beyond the corner of 
the MPA.  

Boiler Rock at high tide (looking down east/west reserve boundary) 
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Directly Offshore of Boiler at High Tide 

 
Boiler Between Surges 
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Edge of Cove  

 
Other preferred alternatives to this dividing line could be a single MPA all State Marine 
Conservation Area or a straight line off Pt Dume forming a narrow State Marine Reserve.  
These two alternatives would have the benefit of supporting sustainable swordfish harpooning 
and access to coastal pelagics for commercial seine.  

Zuma Beach Surf Fishing Alternative:  
The third suggested change to the Pt Dume array arises out of the shore fishing community.  
Ecotrust was not successful in reaching out to the surf fishing community and received too few 
responses to report preferences.  Many very popular surf fishing sites are included in all the 
MPA networks the Commission will be considering.  Special attention would seem to be 
warranted for the Zuma Beach area that is included in every option as will be explained below.  
Below is a picture of the area we will be discussing.  A small darker blue MPA on the west side 
of Pt Dume is shown on the following map, though it is not necessary to actually create a 
separate MPA here except for illustrative purposes and for the purposes of evaluation to 
maintain high levels of conservation in the bulk of the state marine conservation area.  The 
actual implementation could be included as a simple regulation within the SMCA. 
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Conservation Benefits:  

For a small section of the overall MPA the level of protection would be reduced to moderate 
high.  

Socio-economic Benefits:  

Provides extremely valuable access to the surf fishing community by allowing catch and release 
shore fishing.  Retention of pelagic finfish, white seabass, and bonito allowed for consistency 
with spearfishing regulations. 

Narrative:  

This proposal would create a surf fishing catch and release zone within the MPA cluster at Pt 
Dume.  
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All four MPA networks vetted through the BRTF process include MPAs that close all of Zuma 
Beach to shore access hook and line fishermen.  According to the Southwick Report 79% of 
ocean fishing trips are in the shore mode.  One of the largest sectors in this mode is what is 
called “surf fishing”.  However, none of the applicants from this subgroup were among the final 

selections to the RSG.  Further, the Ecotrust recreational survey did not receive sufficient 
numbers of responses from surf fishermen to provide reliable guidance on the potential impacts 
on surf fishermen.  The Southwick study shows that the shore mode recreational fishery 
potentially stands to represent the greatest impact of any sector in the MLPA process.  

Zuma Beach is an iconic surf fishing beach.   In the mid 1950’s, the shacks that lined the shore 

at Zuma were condemned to make way for one of the most heavily used public beaches in the 
world.  Surf fishing was popular then as it is now and provided part of the rationale for that 
condemnation.  The name Zuma Beach is always on the lips of surf fishermen from Marina Del 
Rey to the Ventura County line and especially the San Fernando Valley.  Web fishing reports 
are always referring to generic places to fish as Zuma, north of Zuma, or south of Zuma.  Zuma 
Beach is big enough to be generic and not give away a precise fishing spot.  Zuma Beach 
actually comprises 3 public beaches; Zuma State Beach, Free Zuma Beach, and Zuma County 
Beach.  Over 2,000 parking places are provided for visitors.  The Zuma beaches are among the 
few flat sand beaches that can be accessed without negotiating stairs, or steep trails north of 
Santa Monica.  This easy access along with public restrooms and a good amount of free 
parking at Free Zuma Beach makes this beach very popular for everybody but especially, 
people who are bringing their children along, the elderly, and the disabled because of the 
facilities, flat access, and parking.  The ample public facilities also make for a popular location 
for numerous fishing events during the year.  

The four arrays that incorporate Zuma Beach do so to gain extensive sandy beach and 0-30 soft 
bottom while connecting the persistent kelp habitats at Lechuza Point and deep rock at Pt Dume 
into a preferred sized MPA.   Policies related to size and spacing of habitats, established by the 
Science Advisory Team has forced the striking similarity between arrays offered to the Fish and 
Game Commission for consideration at this location.  Very few alternatives exist for the surf 
fisherman except to utilize other access points that puts the public either in conflict with ocean 
front property owners or negotiating steep sometimes dangerous trails to get to the beach.   
This is especially true for residents of the San Fernando Valley that come over Dume-Kanan 
and Las Virgenes Roads to the Malibu community.  

During the workshop negotiations, DFG personnel expressed some concerns about 
enforceability and public awareness but indicated that if support in informing the public could be 
obtained from the managing agency, the LA County Lifeguard, the DFG would likely consider a 
beach strip regulation as a feasible alternative.   

We have talked about this issue with Mike Frazer the Chief of Lifeguards for Los Angeles 
County.  Chief Frazer stated that the LA County Lifeguard as part of their duties already 
regularly contacts fishermen and informs them of places they can and cannot fish for safety 
purposes.  He also said a surf fishing only area within the beach would not present an additional 
burden for his lifeguards and might actually help.   He also stated that the dividing line at Zuma 
Creek would be the best dividing line.  Chief Frazer also stated that our choice of having the 
western one third of the beach open to fishing would be the best choice and improve safety.  
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The access to the western one third of Zuma Beach, west of Zuma Creek, is provided by 
Westward Beach Road which provides free parking off the highway.  Chief Frazer says that 
encouraging parking on highway 1 raises a safety issue that would be desirable to avoid to the 
extent possible.  

On the conservation side of the equation the MPAs spanning Zuma Beach are all providing 
extensive replicates of sandy beach and 0-30 soft bottom.   The IPA MPA and the MPA offered 
above at Pt Dume has between 4 and 5 replicates of sandy beach and 0-30 soft bottom.  With 
the ribbon for surf fishing which leaves vessel rules intact for the entire MPA, the Pt Dume MPA 
will still have between 3 and 4 replicates of sandy beach and 0-30 soft bottom in high or higher 
protection and between 4 and 5 replicates at moderate high or higher.  

The primary beneficiary for this suggestion would be the most conservation minded and casual 
of fishermen, the family fisherman going to the beach with their children, the elderly and 
disabled that find it difficult to access many beaches with necessary facilities.    Also, it would 
greatly reduce the number of conflicts between beach front owners and persons coming to the 
shore to enjoy the resources.  Finally, it would provide an alternative in this process for what 
many believe to be the most economically important surf fishing site in Los Angeles County. 

Naples SMCA 
Naples SMCA was selected for the IPA as a third major reef structure for this portion of the 
coastline.  The SMCA does not improve size and spacing as it is both undersized and allows 
uses that provides for “low” conservation value.  The MPA is 2.58 square miles, less than a 1/3rd  
the size needed to qualify as a network component and for habitat replicates.  This MPA 
protects 3 of 13 habitats at low protection:  0-30 hard bottom, rocky shores, and surfgrass.  Kelp 
would be protected except that the harvest of kelp is allowed.  This small MPA has a lot of 
impact on commercial lobster, crab, and nearshore trap, commercial hook and line, commercial 
urchin and sea cucumber dive.   This MPA has a huge impact on Santa Barbara harbor for 
recreational hook and line.  
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Naples reef is the best known fishing ground out of Santa Barbara harbor particularly for kelp 
bass.  The proposal offers co-management of the MPA by the recreational fishing community.  
The objective of the co management would be to increase recreational access to ocean 
resources within the MPA consistent with conservation.   An MOU could be developed between 
recreational user groups and organizations with the Department of Fish and Game that aids 
monitoring and the success of the MPA.  For the purpose of transition, for a limited time, 
pending the successful development of an MOU, recreational fishing for pelagic finfish, white 
seabass, salmon, and bonito is temporarily allowed as an additional use.    Additionally, the 
fishing for pelagic be limited to surface gear if such gear is defined by the DFG.   This activity 
has a higher level of protection than the current designated uses allowed for with the MPA in the 
IPA.   

Conservation Value:  

Boundaries remain the same and only one additional limited temporary use is added with a 
higher level of conservation than current allowances.  

Socio-economic Benefit:  

Preserve access to the most iconic fishing area for the recreational anglers of Santa Barbara.  

Naples Reef is the most iconic recreational fishing location for Santa Barbara harbor 
sportfishing vessels and private recreational vessels.  For many decades the name of Naples 
Reef has been headlined in recreational fishing news and magazine articles as the premiere 
destination from Santa Barbara harbor.  The complete closure of Naples Reef will have a 
multiplied effect on businesses at Santa Barbara harbor.  Many members of the fishing public 
will simply not go to Santa Barbara for a fishing opportunity because of a complete closure at 
Naples Reef since Naples Reef is so closely identified with Santa Barbara fishing opportunities.   

Additionally, Naples Reef which is about 16 miles from Santa Barbara harbor provides a prime 
half day opportunity for small charter boat businesses operating from Santa Barbara harbor and 
¾ day and all day opportunities for Commercial Passenger Fishing Vessels.    The next 
available major reef is about 10 miles further up the coast requiring a full day trip.   

Allowing for low impact fishing practices at Naples Reef will aid businesses in Santa Barbara 
harbor to survive impacts resulting from fishing closures.   That is especially true for Naples 
Reef as it is virtually the trademark of the Santa Barbara charter business.   

Since this can be accomplished without lowering the level of protection and without affecting 
science guidelines; it provides a win situation for the proponents of MPAs desiring better and 
richer ecosystems.   Since many recreational fishermen are in this category and are willing to 
restrict their activities to reduce their impacts it will bring better acceptance to the MPAs in this 
area.   Additionally, the co management approach will help bring resources to ensure the MPA 
is monitored and enforced.   

The benefits would go far beyond socio-economic benefits which in themselves would be 
tremendous.    The requirement to release species likely to benefit will promote stewardship of 
resources and teach anglers about conservation while having a good day on the water.  Further 
it helps keep people already practicing low impact fishing on the water to set examples for 
others.  
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California Fish and Game Commission 

December 7, 2009 

Page  13 

 
United Anglers of Southern California can appreciate the challenges of the Fish and Game 
Commission with 4 proposals with an unknown quantity of requested new options, such as 
UASC’s request.  However, we believe that, as the National Academy of Sciences has 
recommended in designing MPAs, bringing stakeholders fully into the design process with 
realistic opportunities to build middle ground assures the best opportunity for a successful array 
of marine protected areas for the South Coast Region. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Steven Fukuto, President 
United Anglers of Southern California 
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SOUTH COAST MARINE PROTECTED AREAS PROJECT 
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

 

P:\28907149 RLFF South Coast MPA EIR\600 DLVR\601 - URS Prepared\__FEIR 11-2010\`Vol 4` Comments and Responses\Responses\05_Organizations Responses Compiled.doc 139139 

Responses to Comment Letter A95_vii 

Response to Comment A95_vii: The letter contains comments on the MLPA 
regulatory process, and does not address the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, 
the commenter’s submittal will be considered by the Commission prior to making a decision 
on the Project. 
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October 21, 2009 

 

 

 

 

Ms. Catherine Reheis-Boyd, Chair 

Blue Ribbon Task Force 

Marine Life Protection Act Initiative 

c/o California Resources Agency  

1416 Ninth Street, Suite 1311  

Sacramento, CA 95814  

 

Dear Chair Reheis-Boyd 

 

United Anglers of Southern California represents a broad spectrum of recreational anglers in southern California.  We 

would like to bring a matter to the attention of the Blue Ribbon Task Force for special consideration. 

 

According to the Southwick Report 79% of ocean fishing trips are in the shore mode.  One of the largest sectors in this 

mode is what is called “surf fishing”.  However, none of the applicants from this subgroup were among the final 

selections to the RSG.  Further, the Ecotrust recreational survey did not receive sufficient numbers of responses from surf 

fishermen to provide reliable guidance on the potential impacts on surf fishermen.  The Southwick study shows that the 

shore mode recreational fishery potentially stands to represent the greatest impact of any sector in the MLPA process. 

 

Our presentation here does not address that shortcoming directly, instead it details a special situation confronting the surf 

fishing community that is likely to have an inordinate impact on the most economically and physically disadvantaged surf 

fishermen in Southern California.  According to the Southwick report the shore mode group members tend to be less 

affluent.   

 

As the round 3 proposals began to take shape it came to our attention that every proposal was going to propose to close 

Zuma Beach in Malibu in its entirety.  Zuma Beach is an iconic surf fishing beach.   In the mid 1950’s, the shacks that 

lined the shore at Zuma were condemned to make way for one of the most heavily used public beaches in the world.  Surf 

fishing was popular then as it is now and provided part of the rationale for that condemnation.  The name Zuma Beach is 

always on the lips of surf fishermen in north Los Angeles county and portions of Ventura County.  Web fishing reports 

are always referring to generic places to fish as Zuma, north of Zuma, or south of Zuma.  Zuma Beach is big enough to be 

generic and not give away a precise fishing spot.  Zuma Beach actually comprises 3 public beaches.  Zuma State Beach, 

Free Zuma Beach, and Zuma County Beach.  Over 2,000 parking places are provided for visitors.  The Zuma beaches are 

among the few flat sand beaches that can be accessed without negotiating stairs, or steep trails north of Santa Monica.   

This easy access along with public restrooms, and a good amount of free parking at Free Zuma Beach makes this beach 

very popular for everybody but especially, people who are bringing their children along, the elderly, and the disabled 

because of the facilities, flat access, and parking. 

 

The 3 arrays that incorporate Zuma Beach do so to gain extensive sandy beach and 0-30 soft bottom while connecting the 

persistent kelp habitats at Lechuza Point and deep rock at Pt Dume into a preferred sized MPA.   

 

During the workgroup sessions we offered a surf fishing ribbon for a portion of Zuma Beach to protect this important and 

unique access.  However, the DFG feasibility guideline template discourages surf fishing ribbons even though some 

agencies like the park service are in support of them.   
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During workshop negotiations, DFG personnel were asked for a possible exception to this rule in view of the special 

needs of many Zuma beach goers.  They replied that if support in informing the public could be obtained from the 

managing agency, the LA County Lifeguard, the DFG would consider an exception.   

 

Since the workgroup meeting we have talked about this issue with Mike Frazer the Chief of Lifeguards for Los Angeles 

County.  Chief Frazer stated that the LA County Lifeguard as part of their duties already regularly contacts fishermen and 

informs them of places they can and cannot fish for safety purposes.  He also said a surf fishing only area within the beach 

would present an additional burden for his lifeguards and might actually help.   He also stated that the dividing line at 

Zuma Creek would be the best dividing line.  Chief Frazer also stated that our choice of having the western one third of 

the beach open to fishing would be the best choice and improve safety.  The access to the western one third of Zuma 

Beach, west of Zuma Creek, is provided by Westward Beach Road which provides free parking off the highway.  Chief 

Frazer says that encouraging parking on highway 1 raises a safety issue that would be desirable to avoid to the extent 

possible. 

 

On the conservation side of the equation the MPAs spanning Zuma Beach are all providing extensive replicates of sandy 

beach and 0-30 soft bottom.   The workgroup 2 MPA at Zuma has between 4 and 5 replicates of sandy beach (5.35miles) 

and 3 and 4 replicates of 0-30 soft bottom (3.968 miles).  With the ribbon for surf fishing which leaves vessel rules intact 

for the entire MPA, the Pt Dume MPA will still have almost 4 replicates of sandy beach and almost 3 replicates of soft 

bottom. 

 

The primary beneficiary for this special consideration would be the most casual of fishermen, the family fisherman going 

to the beach with their children, the elderly and disabled that find it difficult to access many beaches with necessary 

facilities.  Additionally, the economically disadvantaged already use Free Zuma which is an all too rare opportunity in 

southern California to access a beach with free parking. 

 

Attached are maps for this MPA adjustment and the shape is shared on Marine Map. 

 

Sincerely 

 

 

 

 

Bob Osborn 

Fisheries Consultant 

United Anglers of Southern California 
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SOUTH COAST MARINE PROTECTED AREAS PROJECT 
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

 

P:\28907149 RLFF South Coast MPA EIR\600 DLVR\601 - URS Prepared\__FEIR 11-2010\`Vol 4` Comments and Responses\Responses\05_Organizations Responses Compiled.doc 141141 

Responses to Comment Letter A95_viii 

Response to Comment A95_viii: The letter is a resubmittal of a comment letter 
previously transmitted to the BRTF, and contains comments related to the MLPA regulatory 
process. The letter does not address the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR, and no 
response is required. However, the commenter’s submittal will be considered by the 
Commission prior to making a decision on the Project. 
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October 11, 2010

TO:
MLPA SCSR DEIR Department of Fish and Game
South Coast MLPA Office
4665 Lampson, Suite C
Los Alamitos, CA 90720
Attn: Mr. Tom Napoli, Staff Environmental Scientist

From:
Joseph N Farlo MD
1822 Manhattan Ave
Hermosa Beach, CA 90254
(310) 529-8663
On behalf of the Watermen’s Alliance

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report
MLPA South Coast Study Region
Comments on the DEIR

Dear Mr. Napoli:

The Watermen’s Alliance (WA) representing the interests of the Los Angeles Fathomiers, the

Long Beach Neptunes, the San Diego Freedivers, the Orange County Spearos, and the Santa

Barbara Freedivers offers the following comments regarding the Draft Environmental Impact

Report ("DEIR") on the Integrated Preferred Alternative ("IPA") and other alternatives for Marine

Protected Areas ("MPAs") under the Marine Life Protection Act ("MLPA") within the South Coast

Study Region.

Consensus Statement

The CEQA process is required to give a reasonable ruling on the allowed take restrictions

placed inside of state marine reserves (SMR’s) by the SAT. We specifically request a ruling on

the activity of pelagic gamefish take by means of breath hold spearfishing. It is our opinion that

this activity should be designated as having a very high level of protection rather than a high

level of protection and should be an allowed activity inside of a “no take” SMR or SMCA.

Introduction

Consumptive breath hold spearfisherman have been deeply engaged in the implementation of

the south coast marine life protection act (MLPA) throughout its history. We are writing today to

submit formal background information as well as a series of questions that require attention
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during the scoping process and must be incorporated into the draft environmental impact report

(DEIR) for the proposed South Coast marine protected area (MPA) network alternatives.

The purpose of CEQA is stated to “prevent the elimination of fish or wildlife species due to

man’s activities (and) ensure that fish and wildlife populations do not drop below self-

perpetuating levels” (public resources code 21001(c) as well as to “inform governmental

decision makers and the public about potential, significant environmental effects of proposed

activities” CEQA Guidelines 15002(a). Our organizations have identified multiple problems

during the MLPA initiative that are inconsistent with CEQA which will be presented in this

document. Central to these discrepancies is the unfair bias that the initiative operated under

which disenfranchised ocean user groups that have been key stewards of the states underwater

marine resource and act as its frontline guardians.

Background

Underwater hunters are a unique group in that we develop an intimate relationship with the

majesty and beauty of raw marine nature. As a result, many underwater hunters have noticed

the dramatic changes in the local marine ecosystem for well over seven decades. In the past,

underwater hunters have been actively involved in research and legislation, which resulted in

the protection of Garibaldi (mid 1950’s) and the giant Black Sea Bass (early 1980’s) as well as

size and limit changes of other popular catch species. Underwater hunters have a long history

of assisting law enforcement (DFG) by reporting suspected violations, such as illegal

commercial and sport fishing (gillnetting, purse seine, Lobster and fish trapping, over limit, out of

season etc.). The underwater hunter is perhaps the most selective and environmentally friendly

harvester of all user groups. Underwater hunters have the ability to not only select the species

but the size of the target catch, which is unique to this method of take. These facts make us

perhaps the most environmentally friendly and responsible of all user groups of our local marine

habitat.

Modern breath hold spearfishing (also known as freediving) is a unique marine fishing activity

that has become increasingly popular in the United States. To date there are over 10,000 active

participants and over 150 clubs nationwide. The origins of the sport have its roots here in

Southern California where many of the modern breakthroughs in equipment and techniques

were developed. There are many third and fourth generation families that live and practice this

most highly selective extractive technique within the Southern California bight. Within the

spearfishing community of Southern California exists an intricate web of communities and clubs

that promote stewardship, coastal responsibility and DGF enforcement. Among these

communities are: The Los Angeles Fathomiers. Founded in 1952, it is the second oldest active

spearfishing club in the United States with 85 members. The LA Fathomiers have a very long

history of coastal stewardship in Palos Verdes and Malibu and have been instrumental in

developing and maintaining safe coastal access trails, the club has conservation officer which is

an elected board position. The conservation officer attends public state ecology/fish and game

meetings and maintains continuity with these departments and club members in matters

pertaining to the sport of freediving and marine conservation. The San Diego Freedivers (SDF)

club founded in 1994 has supported the interests of spear fishing enthusiasts. Providing a
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welcoming and educational atmosphere, meetings are held monthly with professional

presentations by members, associates and community leaders. Topics include the continuity

and preservation of our spear fishing history, fishery and resources stewardship, and strong

promotion of the SDF conservation ethic. Shore based issues are also addressed by the SDF

with coastal clean-ups, support of access to public beaches, and free opportunities for the public

to join ocean based activities such as safe swimming and snorkeling programs. Giving back to

the general community, as well as, the spear fishing community is paramount in the San Diego

Freedivers ethos. With a history of some 360 members, they have a significant impact on the

education of freedivers, SCUBA divers, swimmers, and people seeking to enjoy a day at the

beach. Fundraisers and sponsorship by SDF includes diverse groups such as; Hubbs-Sea

World, Waterman’s Alliance, Ocean Aquatic for youth, and close associations with the many

diving clubs located in California. This fellowship enables the SDF to have contacts across a

broad base of constituency, with like minded supporters of a clean, safe and sustainable

environment. The Santa Barbara Freedivers was founded 2008 by Iaon Pohlit in an effort to

unify, and educate spearfishermen on ocean stewardship and safe diving practices. Now the

Santa Barbara Freedivers have over 50 members and play an active role in organizing local

coastal clean ups, and community events. Members work with Santa Barbara Sea at the White

Sea Bass grow out facility in Santa Barbara helping maintain and care for fish stock that will be

released into the wild. The Santa Barbara Freedivers also devotes itself to the education of

sustainable fishing practices and preserving the heritage of Freediving and spearfishing. The

Orange County Spearos (OC Spearos) was just founded in April 2010 and already has 40 active

members and continues to grow. The OC Spearos mission is to educate the public on the

ecologically friendly sport of spear fishing. They are committed to preserving the marine

environment through public outreach and club events. In its short history, the OC Spearos have

already successfully completed a beach and underwater reef cleanup – removing bags full of

trash which contained knives, numerous plastic bottles, and even syringes.

The Watermen’s Alliance was formed to unite all of the organized spearfishing clubs of

California. Board members include the presidents of the foremost spearfishing clubs

mentioned. The mission of the Watermen’s Alliance is to provide stewardship of the ocean’s

resources. As freedivers are among the ocean’s foremost protectors and conservationists, the

Watermen‘s Alliance acts at all levels to protect divers’ access to ocean resources and continue

to promote the conservation ethics among all ocean users.

Designation of Pelagic Game fish and the MLPA

During the south coast MLPA initiative the Science Advisory Team (SAT) included certain finfish

species Yellowtail, White Seabass, and members of the tuna family (bonito, yellow fin and blue

fin tuna) which will be referred in this document as pelagic game fish (PG) . (Pelagic finfish

are defined in subsection 632(a)(3) as tunas (family Scombridae), and yellowtail (Seriola

lalandi)), under the protection of no take within a State Marine Reserve (SMR).

The South Coast SAT also ruled that PG are finfish species that are unlikely to benefit

whatsoever from marine protection under the MLPA . Pelagic gamefish (PG) are a resource
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unique to the south coast MLPA bioregion. PG have a wide foraging range and are only found

transiently and with great inconsistency within any specific coastal reach. It is also quite

impossible to study the relative biomass or change in biomass of PG inside an MPA because

these animals are rarely seen on conventional SCUBA equipment. Based on the fact that PG

will not benefit from MPA protection and it is impossible to monitor their numbers inside an

MPA, the only rationale that prevents extractive activity under the stated purpose of CEQA is

thus to prevent the remote possibility of accidental take (by-catch) of a species likely to benefit

from SMR protection.

Pelagic Game fish, the breath hold freediver, and the MLPA

The technique of PG extraction by means of breath hold spearfishing is associated with a zero

percentage of by catch as these finfish species are uniquely set apart in their size, coloration

and location in the underwater environment. The spearfishing community that actively persues

PG makes up a very small percentage of the total spearfishing user group because of the very

high fishing effort to take ratio. Although it is the aspiration of every entry level spearfisherman

to land a PG, the attainment of this goal takes persistent dedication, a financial investment in

proper equipment and mentorship that often comes from dive club affiliation. Along the

Southern California bight there are a limited number of locations that allow the spearfisherman

the opportunity to take a PG.

Freedivers in pursuit of PG access the marine environment in ways that are different from other

diving related activities. Coastal access is a crucial part of the questions that the MLPA brings

up. Many locations in southern California have terrain that is difficult to access. There are very

few areas along the coast that can offer a shore based diver the opportunity to spearfish a

pelagic game fish such as yellow tail. Many of these locations (Pt Dume, Pt Vicente, and La

Jolla) will become SMR's. This disenfranchises a very small user group which has absolutely

no impact on the fishery, the resource, or the success of an MPA. Therefore this needs to be

addressed under environmental justice and loss of cultural resource. A major DFG feasibility

issue has to do with transit through an SMR with a PG to exit the beach. Many coastal divers

cover large areas of the ocean and swim out into swift currents. As the population in southern

California increases the number of boaters does as well. Every year there are fatal accidents

related to negligent boating techniques. Many boaters do not adhere by safe practice of staying

greater than 100 yards from a dive flag and many boaters negligently motor directly through

kelp beds at high speeds completely oblivious to the freediver. It is now feared that

overcrowding of the coastal resource by SMR closures will lead to greater boat vs diver

accidents.

Species Likely to Benefit under the MLPA

The California Marine Life Protection Act Master Plan for Marine Protected Areas (DFG 2008)
includes a broad list of species likely to benefit from protection within MPAs. A list of species
likely to benefit for the MLPA South Coast Study Region (Point Conception in Santa
Barbara County to the California/Mexico border in San Diego County) has been compiled and
approved by the SAT. and was submitted by the initiative
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http://www.dfg.ca.gov/mlpa/pdfs/binders_sc/b2q.pdf PG with the exception of white seabass

do not even appear on this list. CEQA must take into consideration the potential for indirect

physical environmental effects that may result from economic or social effects.

a. In select areas of Southern California, breath hold spear fisherman are among the
few that access the rugged coastal terrain and as such are among the few coastal
stewards who care for the near shore environment. The individuals that are
represented by the Watermen’s Alliance and freediving clubs teach responsible
ethics and stewardship to the membership. Shore based freedivers pick up coastal
trash, haul out underwater marine debris including ghost traps which restores the
natural habitat and benefits the environment.

b. Spearfisherman along the coast actively patrol the areas they dive and offer a
service to the state by helping to enforce DFG rules.

c. Safety concerns- with growing number of people in Southern California that are
fishing divers in the water will become much more likely to get unintentionally injured
in boat vs diver accident these accidents always lead to severe injury and many
times are fatal this qualifies as an adverse environmental and social outcome under
CEQA

d. Divers access fishing from a limited number of coastal locations many access points
will be within the bounds of an SMR

e. DFG feasibility and enforcement- divers swimming through an SMR to access a safe
exit route on shore create confusion to F&G when carrying pelagic game fish lawfully
taken outside the SMR boundary

Questions that require specific attention during CEQA

Methods Used to Evaluate Marine Protected Area Proposals in the MLPA South Coast Study Region
states, “Pelagic finfish are highly mobile species that are unlikely to benefit directly from MPAs
constrained within state waters, thus the abundance of these species is unlikely to be
altered in an area that allows take relative to an SMR.”

While the SAT is correct in stating that, “Fishing for pelagic finfish with spear gear requires visual
contact with the target, thus the incidental catch in this fishery is likely to be minimal,”
spearfishing is afforded the same level of protection as pelagic seine netting according to the SAT

analysis it has been pointed out that there is no by catch associated with spearfishing PG and there

is a minimal but significant amount of by catch associated with any form of seine. Please explain

how these two activities can be afforded the same level of protection and evaluate the environmental

impact differences between the different levels of protection?

Level of Protection

http://www.dfg.ca.gov/mlpa/pdfs/binders_sc/b1h.pdf

The SAT assigns an LOP to a particular MPA based on the allowed uses that are proposed

within that MPA. In order to do this, the SAT must first consider each of the proposed allowed

uses within that MPA individually and then determine an appropriate LOP. The SAT then

identifies the proposed allowed use that has the lowest LOP and assigns that LOP to the entire

MPA.
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As pointed out during the process the algorithm for assigning levels of protection is flawed by not

considering an activity to have a very high level of protection. For instance the activity of setting

and removing a boat anchor was not assessed when this activity would most likely be designated as

being a moderate level of protection activity and thus would not be allowed within an SMR.

This question was posed to the SAT and appears in the documents but was not answered. Please

address the issue of anchoring in an SMR and explain how the discrepancy between consumptive

and non-consumptive activities will be addressed in the draft EIR.

Recreational SCUBA Diving influence on the environment

Recently the activity of feeding fish inside an SMR has been restricted due to the change in fish
behavior this activity elicits. Skilled breath hold spearfisherman have witnessed firsthand how
SCUBA diving alters fish behavior. SCUBA equipment produces a significant amount of
unnatural underwater noise pollution. Sound travels four times faster and forty times further
underwater than in the atmosphere. PG, large calico bass and sheephead behavior is adversely
affected by this activity. These fish will leave an area once SCUBA divers enter the water!
White seabass are exquisitely sensitive to under water noise and vibration due to the complex
array of vibration sensors along their lateral line. During the breeding season this activity
(SCUBA) inhibits fish aggregation and rutting behavior which ultimately interferes with
successful spawning in the wild. These concerns were raised during the MLPA initiative but
were left unanswered and requires attention in the draft EIR
http://www.dfg.ca.gov/mlpa/pdfs/binders_sc/b2g.pdf
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Please evaluate
1. The impacts that occur to underwater habitat from non-consumptive SCUBA

diving activities and associated actions including:
a. Anchoring
b. Underwater noise production and its influence on each and every individual

species likely to benefit from placement of an MPA.
c. Underwater noise and its influence on species not likely to benefit from MPA

placement but whose behavior is otherwise significantly affected to the point
of reduced spawning activity (specifically the PG white seabass).

2. What level of protection would be assigned to MPAs in which SCUBA diving
takes place?

Pelagic Finfish Direct impacts

Take of pelagic finfish by hook and line is unlikely to alter habitat directly as gear rarely
touches the seafloor. Pelagic Finfish are highly mobile species that are unlikely to
benefit directly from MPAs constrained within state waters, thus the abundance of these
species is unlikely to be altered in an area that allows take relative to a state marine
reserve (SMR)
Fishing for pelagic finfish with spear gear requires visual contact with the target, thus
the incidental catch in this fishery is likely to be minimal.
http://www.dfg.ca.gov/mlpa/pdfs/binders_sc/b2b.pdf

Please explain these discrepancies in the draft EIR and consider correcting the scheme for level of

protection to include a very high level of protection in the analysis which would qualify certain

activities within an SMR

Direct Environmental Impacts to Non SMR Ecosystems

Prior research in the Central California region clearly indicates the tendency of commercial and
recreational fishermen to adapt to closure of historic grounds by fishing in close proximity to the
margins of the new reserves and/or in other suitable ocean area “hot spots” This has led to
highly concentrated fishing activity in certain areas and, in some cases, crowding and conflict
(Impact Assessment 2010). Although the biological effects of MPA-induced displacement and
re-concentration of fishing effort are generally not well understood or well-communicated in the
MPA literature, it is obvious that displaced and re-concentrated fishing effort bear implications
for the status of the marine ecosystems of which the reserves and adjacent ocean areas are
component parts. In actuality, assessment of the interface between physical and human effects
of a government action such as those occurring via the MLPA process is an important element
of a sufficient environmental review process. This is elucidated in the 2009 Amendments to the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines,2 which state that:

Where a physical change [in this case, a putative shift in fishing pressure on marine
ecosystems along the North Coast] is caused by economic or social effects of a project [in
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this case, the project is establishment of new reserves under the MLPA and the social
effects involve forced displacement of fishing activity], the physical change may be
regarded as a significant effect in the same manner as any other physical change resulting
from the project. Alternatively, economic and social effects of a physical change may be
used to determine that the physical change is a significant effect on the environment. If
the physical change causes adverse economic or social effects on people, those adverse
effects may be used as a factor in determining whether the physical change is significant. For
example, if a project would cause overcrowding of a public facility and the overcrowding causes
an adverse effect on people, the overcrowding would be regarded as a significant effect [a
reasonable analogy being MPA-induced displacement of fishing effort and resultant crowding
along the margins of a reserve or in adjacent areas with favorable habitat].

However, it must be noted that the CEQA- related Environmental Impact Review (EIR) process
undertaken in association with the MLPA Initiative has thus far incorporated only very limited
social or economic assessment of the new MPAs prior to their designation and implementation.
Such assessment has been limited to modeled ex-vessel value losses potentially resulting from
closed fishing grounds. It is significant in the context of CEQA and in the lives of the region’s
fishery participants that such models have not sufficiently addressed:
(a) The economic costs or environmental implications of displacement to adjacent or other
unregulated areas within the region’s larger marine ecosystems;
(b) The social or economic challenges or environmental implications of increased crowding,
competition, or conflict resulting from MPA-induced re-concentration of fishing effort; or
(c) The economic or social costs of lost or displaced fishing opportunities as these may affect
fishery support sectors and coastal communities, particularly in the context of ongoing
environmental, regulatory, and other challenges in the region’s marine fisheries, including the
current regional and national economic recession.

As directed by SB97, the California Natural Resources Agency adopted Amendments to CEQA
Guidelines on December 30, 2009. On February 16, 2010, the Amendments were approved by
the Office of Administrative Law and filed with the Secretary of State to be included in the
California Code of Regulations. The Amendments became effective on March 18, 2010.

In the context of the above statements please address the following issues that pertain
specifically to breath hold spearfishing in pursuit of PG

1. Given that the overcrowding effect will lead to increased activities (such as anchoring
and chemical discharge from boats) that will directly damage the marine environment
in these areas outside of MPA’s please evaluate the environmental impact allowing
take of PG by breath hold spearfishing within an SMR will reduce the ecosystem
destruction in non MPA areas by reducing the overcrowding pressure on this area
while having no significant impact on the ecosystem inside the SMR.

2. The overcrowding effect significantly endangers the life of the breath hold diver and
thus the economic viability of an individual to the state. Allowing PG take by breath
hold spearfishing inside an SMR will improve public safety while having no effect on
the ecosystem within the SMR. This addresses the CEQA statement “economic
and social effects of a physical change may be used to determine that the
physical change is a significant effect on the environment”

Loss of Gathering data on White Seabass
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Hubbs- SeaWorld Research Institute has been breeding, releasing and collecting WSB data
since 1986. The primary way they generate movement and growth data is via the involvement,
cooperation and stewardship of anglers and spearfishermen. If an MLPA closes a traditional
hunting area by establishment of a no take SMR, the MLPA effectively terminates the data run
for that area. This effectively terminates years of research. Hubbs has a necessary relationship
with those whom pursue WSB and a direct need to ensure access for anglers and divers alike.
(From Hubs)

http://www.hswri.org/media/White_Seabass_Handout_2b.pdf

Some of the information obtained from tagged individuals includes their movement, diet,
growth, and most importantly, survival rate. To date, we have received limited
information, especially from legal-sized (≥28") individuals. This is where we need your
help – we need white seabass heads!

Figure 2. demonstrates the mobility of WSB. Data which would not exist without the direct
participation of anglers and spear fishermen.

Facts from the DFG website:
There are indications that the white seabass population off California is recovering
from low levels seen in the 1970s, 1980s, and most of the 1990s. Recent landings by
sport and commercial fishermen have increased substantially and are approaching
levels seen in the late 1940s and early 1950s; total landings for 2000 and 2001 each
approached 1,000,000 pounds. In addition, recruitment of white seabass has
increased significantly in the Southern California Bight in recent years. Young fish
surveys conducted in southern California, as part of the Ocean Resources
Enhancement and Hatchery Program (OREHP), showed a dramatic increase in the
number of fish taken in research gillnet sets. During research work in 1997, over 600
juvenile fish were captured; in 1998 approximately 700 fish were taken, and in 1999
slightly over 1,300 juveniles were captured (Leet et al. 2001). The final OREHP
sampling report for 2000-2001 showed 1,845 juvenile fish were captured during
calendar year 2000, continuing the dramatic increase in juvenile white seabass.
Anecdotal evidence from commercial and sport fishers also confirms this dramatic
increase in juvenile white seabass.

Nothing is known about the home range of white seabass. Information obtained from
OREHP tagged and released juvenile fish shows that the fish are capable of moving
at least 70 miles along the coast in a year. Releases of fish at Catalina Island and
subsequent recoveries along the coast show they will move between the islands and
the coast. The recent recovery at Catalina Island of a wild fish tagged along the coast
shows movement is also possible offshore. Based on tag recoveries, it is apparent
white seabass move considerable distances and this is probably the norm.

The effort that Spearfishermen provide is partially influenced by the ability to access areas
where we can view WSB in the wild. Hunting at Naples, Dume, PV and all Southern California
kelp beds is critical to our “motivation” and to Hubbs SeaWorld, as it maps the effectiveness of
this restoration effort.

419

sgreen
Line

sgreen
Text Box
C04_ii-16



1. Please evaluate the adverse environmental impact and how our stewardship efforts
towards the monitoring and management of the WSB resource will be remediated?

2. Please evaluate/define/quantify the adverse environmental impact that the losses of
this activity against the possible environmental gain that an SMR obtains from the
restriction of breath hold spearfishing PG?

3. Please evaluate the adverse environmental impact of the loss of WSB collection data
within an SMR by the highly selective means of breath hold spearfishing which is in
direct violation of Goal 3 (to improve recreational, educational and study opportunities
provided by marine ecosystems that are subject to minimal human disturbance, and to
manage these uses in a manner consistent with protecting biodiversity)

Statement to how PG influence the MLMA and the MLPA

The Marine Life Management Act (MLMA) links the maintenance, restoration, and
enhancement of marine habitat to the primary fishery management goal of
sustainability. In that respect, the Legislature also emphasizes that even fishery
management decisions—which include the prevention of overfishing, the rebuilding of
depressed stocks, the facilitation of conservation and long-term protection, and the
restoration of marine fishery habitats—must not sacrifice long-term goals for short-term
benefits. (Sections 7055(a), 7055(b), 7056(a), 7056(i)).

Please explain how the above statement pertains to Pelagic gamefish? Specifically how can

the technique of PG extraction by breath hold spearfishing within an SMR in anyway interfere

with sections 7055-7056

Monitoring PG inside of an SMR

However, the MLPA process is expressly based “on sound scientific guidelines” and “the best
readily available science.” (Sections 2853(b)(5), 2855(a)). The MLPA use of best readily
available science is an important qualification that emphasizes timeliness over certainty or
perfection The MLPA emphasis of timeliness over certainty or perfection of information is further
underscored by the concept of adaptive management, which recognizes that this process
proceeds in the face of “scientific uncertainty” and prospectively contemplates that “monitoring
and evaluation shall be emphasized so that the interaction of different elements within marine
systems may be better understood.” (Section 2852.) The objective of adaptive management
under the MLPA is not to reduce uncertainty through increased scientific rigor, but rather to
produce practical information that guides management decisions.
Please explain how the above statement pertains to PG? Specifically how PG within an SMR

can be effectively monitored and/or evaluated?

Mandated water quality monitoring activities
Monitoring includes sampling of water, sediments, and marine organisms using a variety of
methods. Since monitoring and research is permissible in all MPA

420

sgreen
Line

sgreen
Text Box
C04_ii-16

sgreen
Line

sgreen
Text Box
C04_ii-17

sgreen
Line

sgreen
Text Box
C04_ii-18

sgreen
Line

sgreen
Text Box
C04_ii-19



designations, the proposed regulation adds that a general provision
to Section 632(a), Title 14, CCR, to clarify that this activity is
authorized in all MPAs pursuant to a scientific collecting permit

Please

1. Identify the approximate number of organisms which will be extracted per species per

year by these permitted activities within each MPA?

2. Evaluate the all potential adverse environmental impacts to the resource that these

permitted activities will forcibly cause within the reserve and how they may influence the

the interconnectivity of the MPA network as a whole?

The state of California is legally bound to protect all living biological resources inside an SMR.

Extraction by means of trawl net is considered an activity with the lowest level of protection.

Please clarify how the DFG’s designation (color purple) of these MPA’s as no take SMCA is a

valid nomenclature?

As a background the LA county sanitation district conducted 64 trawls per year collecting over

100 species of invertebrates amounting to over 74,000 individuals in 2007 (JWPCP pg 113) 86

different species of fish for a total of 19,979 fish taken in 2006 and 22,312 in 2007 no pelagic

gamefish were collected in these trawls.

Research Agreements in Existing Regulation
Specified scientific institutions to manage and conduct research education, and scientific
collecting activities for their faculty, students, and affiliates. Existing MPAs with these regulatory
allowances are the Catalina Island Marine Institute SMR (renamed
Blue Caverns SMCA in the proposed regulation), Dana Point SMR,
and San Diego-Scripps SMCA
During the initiative the SAT was formally asked “How much scientific collection
happens within the study region and what are the effects on marine ecosystems?

Staff Response: Information on scientific collection will be available in the regional
profile. However, California Department of Fish and Game data on scientific collecting
activity is available at the statewide level only, and information on the permits issued
specifically for the study region is not available.
http://www.dfg.ca.gov/mlpa/pdfs/binders_sc/b2hi.pdf

Please

1. Identify the approximate number of organisms which will be extracted per species per

year by these permitted activities.

3. Evaluate the all potential adverse environmental impacts to the resource that these

permitted activities will forcibly cause within the reserve and how they may influence the

the interconnectivity of the MPA network as a whole?

The state of California is legally bound to protect all living biological resources inside an SMR.

Extraction by means of trawl net is considered an activity with the lowest level of protection.
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Please clarify how the DFG’s designation (color purple or green) of these MPA’s as no take

SMCA is a valid nomenclature?

External Peer review

The MLPA mandates that an external peer review process be established, and allows use of the
process identified in Section 7062 of the Marine Life Management Act “to the extent
practicable.” (Section 2858.) Section 7062(a) allows for submission to peer review of documents
“that include, but are not limited to [marine living resources management documents].”
However, such submissions are discretionary.
Also, it is important to understand that the charge of the peer review entity is not
to authenticate the data presented to them, but to evaluate the scientific methodology
employed and the factual plausibility of the conclusions that can be drawn there from.
More importantly, the peer review entity is not expected to approve, disapprove, or
comment on the wisdom of those conclusions. This must be so, because reasonable
people can in good faith arrive at different conclusions using the same data and
methodology. In that regard, the Department undertook such a peer review during prior
iterations of the CEQA EIR
We formally request that such a review occur again to specifically address the question whether

the extractive activity “breath hold spearfishing for PG” (white seabass, yellowtail and pelagic fin

fish in the tuna family) should carry the designation as an activity with a very high level of

protection instead of a high level of protection and thus be an activity consistent with other

allowable activities within an SMR

Sustainability and PG

http://www.dfg.ca.gov/mlpa/pdfs/impact_ncc/feir_chapter2a.pdf pg 6
The MLPA expressly states that MPAs and fisheries management are
complementary. (Section 2851(d)). Similarly, the Marine Life Management Act declares
that conservation and management programs “prevent overfishing, rebuild depressed
stocks, ensure conservation, facilitate long term protection and, where feasible, restore
marine fishery habitats.” (Section 7055(b); see also Section 7056(b), (c)). Although
MPAs and fisheries management are complementary, they are not equivalent. The
purpose of habitat protection in the MLMA is to advance the “primary fishery
management goal” of sustainability (Section 7056). Moreover, that which is being
managed is a specific fishery—which may be based on geographical, scientific,
Technical, recreational and economic characteristics (Section 94)—and so may only
provide limited protection of a particular habitat.

Please evaluate the environmental impact of protecting a PG inside of an SMR which cannot

benefit from the primary fishery goal of sustainability when so managed?

Valuation of a recreational activity and establishing baselines

Although the MLPA considers fishery habitat (Section 2851(c), (d)), it
also encompasses broader, ecosystem-based objectives that are not limited to only
fishery management. If only existing fishery conservation and management measures
were considered in designing the MLPA networks, then arguably only some of the
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ecosystem goals and objectives might be met. Other goals and elements would be
undervalued (e.g., improving “recreational, educational and study opportunities provided
by marine ecosystems” and protecting “marine natural heritage...for their intrinsic value.”
(Section 2853(b)). The MLPA also states that one of the purposes of the marine reserve
component is to generate baseline data that allows the quantification of the efficacy of
fishery management practices outside the reserve (Section 2851(e), (f)). This would be
difficult to implement if the MPA design itself must consider those very same existing
conservation and management measures.

Given the fact that closing PG breath hold spearfishing inside of SMR’s serves to undervalue

the recreational opportunity of a specific user group that spends countless hours enjoying and

interacting with the marine environment. Please describe how protecting PG from the activity of

take by breath hold spearfishing would influence the establishment of a baseline data for

quantization of the efficacy of fishery management practice. Given the transient unpredictable

nature of these fish within the marine environment, how can one control for the standard error

inherent in establishing a baseline when the data would be fatally flawed by the unpredictability

of PG migration behavior?

Environmental Justice and loss of a Cultural Resource

In accordance with the requirements of the CEQA guidelines for determining impacts to
archaeological and historic resources (Title 14 CCR §15064.5). The DEIR will determine if
the proposed project IPA or alternatives either directly or indirectly result in substantial
adverse changes in the significance of archaeological or historic resources. Environmental
Justice is the fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people regardless of race,
color, national origin, or income with respect to the development, implementation, and
enforcement of environmental laws, regulations, and policies It will be achieved when
everyone enjoys the same degree of protection from environmental and health hazards and
equal access to the decision-making process to have a healthy environment in which to live,
learn, and work

"Environmental Injustice: An environmental injustice exists when members of
disadvantaged, ethnic, minority or other groups suffer disproportionately at the local,
regional (sub-national), or national levels from environmental risks or hazards, and/or denied
access to environmental investments, benefits, and/or natural resources, and/or
participation in decision making; and/or access to justice in environment-related matters."

As described in this document Breath hold spearfishing for PG in Southern California is a
unique and the most highly selective form of recreational fishing. It is a practice that originated
here in Southern California over 50 years ago. This activity has a rich cultural heritage entwined
with the history of some of the oldest spearfishing clubs in the USA. The activity can be
accomplished without the means of a boat. Direct coastal access to the raw marine environment
is all that is required

Please examine the impact closing PG to breath hold spearfishing will have on
1. Alteration in the long term Southern California Spearfishing culture
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2. How to remediate the loss of safe costal access to economically disadvantaged spear
fisherman who do not have access to the ocean by other means.

3. Examine how loss of this recreational resource in specific areas identified in the ECO-Trust
database as the most valued areas for PG take by spear is a disenfranchisement of a select
user group and can be considered a environmental injustice and directly denies an ocean
user group access to a valuable cultural resource?

Other Specific questions that the CEQA process must address in the Draft EIR when
considering denial of pelagic game fish exclusion include:

1. Can the loss of PG from inside an SMR be measured against the loss of adequately patrolled and

restored marine environment that results from coastal stewardship?

2. Can the loss of PG from inside an SMR be measured against the loss of financial revenues

generated to local parks and communities as a result of closure?

3. Can the denial of a PG exclusion be measured against the loss of DFG field officer Cal-tips?

4. Can the denial of PG exclusion be measured against the potential for loss of life and limb?

Watermen’s Alliance officers

Iaon Pohlit ; President

Jeff Sporcich; Vice President

Terry Maas; Secretary

Volker Hoehne; Treasurer

Brandi Easter; Northern California Rep
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Responses to Comment Letter C04_ii 

Response to Comment C04_ii-1: Comment noted. Comments suggesting changes to 
permitted activities within MPAs are not relevant to the Draft EIR. No changes to the Draft 
EIR are required. 

Response to Comment C04_ii-2: Comment noted. No changes to the Draft EIR are 
required. 

Response to Comment C04_ii-3: Comment noted. No changes to the Draft EIR are 
required. 

Response to Comment C04_ii-4: Comment noted. The Marine Life Protection Act 
mandates inclusion of no-take reserves in a statewide network of marine protected areas. 

Response to Comment C04_ii-5: Comment noted. No changes to the Draft EIR are 
required. 

Response to Comment C04_ii-6: See Master Response 6. 

Response to Comment C04_ii-7: There is no evidence that SMRs will contribute to 
increased harmful boater/diver interactions. By having areas that are closed to take, 
enforcement staff may be able to more closely monitor unsafe boater behavior. Divers should 
continue to adhere to all safety protocols such as the use of dive flags. Unsafe boater 
behavior can also be reported to the appropriate enforcement staff. 

Response to Comment C04_ii-8: Comment noted. CEQA analysis is intended to 
report the environmental impacts of the proposed Project. See response to Comment C04_ii-
1. No changes to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response to Comment C04_ii-9: The establishment of an SMR does not preclude 
access for diving or other recreational pursuits. See response to Comment A13-31 and Master 
Response 9. No changes to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response to Comment C04_ii-10: Comment noted. CEQA analysis is intended to 
report the environmental impacts of the proposed Project. SAT assignment of the Level of 
Protection associated with various types of activities is outside the scope of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment C04_ii-11: See response to Comment C04_ii-10. 

Response to Comment C04_ii-12: The proposed Project is not expected to 
significantly change the amount of scuba diving inside or outside of reserves. The locations 
of scuba diving may change, depending on whether the activity is consumptive or non-
consumptive. Inclusion of the potential impacts of scuba diving is not relevant to the Draft 
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EIR. Furthermore, it would not change to results of the impacts analysis. No changes to the 
Draft EIR are required. 

Response to Comment C04_ii-13: See response to Comment C04_ii-10. 

Response to Comment C04_ii-14: Comment noted. Discussion of the effects of 
displacement is included in Sections 5.3.1, 6.1.3.3, 7.1.3.3, and 8.5.3.3, and in other areas of 
the document. However, CEQA does not require analysis of the socioeconomic impacts of 
displacement, except where significant adverse environmental impacts would occur. The 
Draft EIR finds no significant impacts as a result of displacement. 

Response to Comment C04_ii-15: See response to Comment C04_ii-14. CEQA 
does not require analysis of the effects of displacement as it pertains to socioeconomic 
impacts. 

Response to Comment C04_ii-16: The commenter’s assertion that research efforts 
will be lost as a result of MPAs is speculative. Furthermore, reduction in research efforts is 
not expected to have a significant adverse impact on the environment. Inclusion of such 
analysis would not fundamentally alter the impact analysis of the Draft EIR; therefore, no 
changes to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response to Comment C04_ii-17: Comment noted. CEQA analysis is intended to 
report the environmental impacts of the proposed Project. See response to Comment C04_ii-
1. No changes to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response to Comment C04_ii-18: Comment noted. CEQA analysis is intended to 
report the environmental impacts of the proposed Project. See response to Comment C04_ii-
1. No changes to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response to Comment C04_ii-19: Permitting of research and monitoring will not be 
impacted by the proposed Project. Therefore, analysis of the impacts of water quality 
monitoring is outside the scope of the Draft EIR of the MLPA South Coast Study Region. No 
changes to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response to Comment C04_ii-20: The proposed Project and alternatives include 
designation of very high level of protection SMCAs. This designation was given to several 
proposed MPAs in the South Coast Study Region to maintain compatibility with existing 
permitted activities. Take associated with permitted activities is consistent with the SMCA 
designation. 

Response to Comment C04_ii-21: Permitting of research and monitoring will not be 
impacted by the proposed Project. Therefore, analysis of the impacts of research is outside 
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the scope of the Draft EIR of the MLPA South Coast Study Region. No changes to the Draft 
EIR are required. 

Response to Comment C04_ii-22: The intent of external peer review, as specified in 
Section 7062(a) of the Marine Life Management Act is to evaluate the scientific 
methodology employed. The MLPA Master Plan has undergone such peer review. 
Furthermore, peer review of permitted activities is not relevant to the Draft EIR and its 
requirements under CEQA. 

Response to Comment C04_ii-23: The commenter references the goals of the 
MLMA. Whether the proposed Project meets the goals of the MLMA is not relevant to the 
Draft EIR. As noted in Section 7.0 of the Draft EIR, the Commission does not expect 
significant adverse impacts to biological resources as a result of the proposed Project. 

Response to Comment C04_ii-24: Comment noted. No changes to the Draft EIR are 
required. 

Response to Comment C04_ii-25: For a discussion of environmental justice, see 
Master Response 6. 

Response to Comment C04_ii-26: The commenter poses specific questions to be 
answered in the Draft EIR. The commenter is incorrect that these questions must be 
answered in the Draft EIR. However, some of the questions are indirectly answered in related 
comments above. No changes to the Draft EIR are required. 
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           California Fish and Game Wardens’ Association 

                       The Thin Green Line 
 
                           
  
 
October 18, 2010 
 
Mr. Tom Napoli 
MLPA South Coast CEQA 
Department of Fish and Game  
4665 Lampson, Suite C  
Los Alamitos, CA 90720 
 
VIA email:  MLPAComments@dfg.ca.gov 
 
Dear Mr. Napoli: 
 
The California Fish and Game Wardens' Association represents the interests and concerns of fish 
and game wardens throughout California who are charged with enforcing California's laws and 
regulations regarding hunting and fishing.  As the public servants who serve at the front lines of 
enforcement, our members understand what is required to enforce the fish and game laws 
effectively, and in particular what it takes to enforce restrictions that are imposed when the Fish 
& Game Commission designates a segment of the waters of the Pacific Ocean as a Marine 
Protected Area (MPA).  Regardless of how these MPAs are designed, there is no substitute for 
rigorous on-site enforcement by Department of Fish and Game (Department) staff if the MPAs 
are to have their intended effect on species and habitat restoration or preservation. 
 
Regarding the adoption of additional MPAs under the Marine Life Protection Act, please note 
that the Department cannot police the restrictions that already exist.   Addition of new 
restrictions in the South Coast (or elsewhere), without a significant increase in the enforcement 
budget, will make effective enforcement impossible.   
 
Sufficient funding for enforcement has not been identified and certainly is not in the budget just 
passed by the Legislature.  The source of funding for necessary additional enforcement resources 
is not identified in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the South Coast Marine 
Protected Areas Project.  We believe the DEIR is silent about this issue because there is no such 
source of funding. 
 
Establishing additional MPAs without sufficient enforcement will invite poaching and other 
lawless behavior and endanger the safety of game wardens and will, eventually, lead to the on-
duty injury or death of a warden. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Jerry Karnow, President 
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Responses to Comment Letter C05_ii  

Response to Comment Letter C05_ii-1: Comment noted. See response to Comment 
A13-31 and Master Response 9. No changes to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response to Comment Letter C05_ii-2: Comment noted. See response to Comment 
A13-31 and Master Response 9. No changes to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response to Comment Letter C05_ii-3: Comment noted. See response to Comment 
A13-31 and Master Response 9. No changes to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response to Comment Letter C05_ii-4: Comment noted. See response to Comment 
A13-31 and Master Response 9. No changes to the Draft EIR are required. 
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bay restoration commission 
S T E W A R D S  O F  S A N T A  M O N I C A  B A Y  
santa monica bay restoration commission   320 west 4th street, ste 200; los angeles, california 90013 
213/576-6615 phone   213/576-6646 fax   santamonicabay.org 

 
 
 

our mission: to restore and enhance the santa monica bay through actions and partnerships that improve 
water quality, conserve and rehabilitate natural resources, and protect the bay’s benefits and values 
 

Delivered by electronic mail to: mlpacomments@dfg.ca.gov
 
October 15, 2010 
 
MLPA South Coast CEQA 
Department of Fish and Game  
4665 Lampson, Suite C  
Los Alamitos, CA 90720 
 
Re: MLPA CEQA Comments on DEIR for a South Coast MPA Network 
 
Fish and Game Commissioners and Department of Fish and Game Staff, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the 
south coast network of Marine Protected Areas (MPAs).  The Santa Monica Bay Restoration 
Commission (SMBRC) is a federal, state, and local partnership established in 1988 to improve the 
health and beneficial uses of the Santa Monica Bay and its watershed.  SMBRC was designated as a 
non‐regulatory State entity by California law in 2003.  SMBRC’s mission is fundamentally similar to 
the Fish and Game Commission’s and Department of Fish and Game’s missions, in that our 
management actions must protect the natural resource, while allowing the ongoing and beneficial 
use of that resource. 
 
SMBRC has been actively engaged in the Marine Life Protection Act Initiative since 2006, providing 
the Initiative with scientific research and data relevant to the South Coast process and participating 
on the Statewide Interest Group and South Coast Regional Stakeholder Group. Data collected by 
researchers working with SMBRC indicate worrying changes in the community structure of rocky 
reef fish at popular fishing spots and bight‐wide.1  Because of this, SMBRC and our 35‐member 
Governing Board2 have been and continue to be supportive of a network of MPAs that meet the 
guidelines established by the MLPA Science Advisory Team and will therefore protect and conserve 
marine life and habitat and allow for the recovery of depleted fish, invertebrate, and plant 
populations.3

 
SMBRC agrees with the conclusion of the CEQA analysis that none of the proposed MPA networks 
would result in potential significant adverse environmental impacts under CEQA given that the 
proposed MPA network and alternatives were designed to achieve conservation goals and advance 
environmental protection.  SMBRC also agrees that the No‐Project Alternative is likely to have 
adverse environmental impacts as marine ecosystems continue to decline.  The DEIR provides a 
legally sufficient basis for the State’s decision to create a network of MPAs in Southern California.  

                                                 
1 Pondella (2009). The Status of Nearshore Rocky Reefs in Santa Monica Bay: Final Report to the Santa Monica Bay 
Restoration Comission. (Attachment 1) 
2 A complete list of SMBRC’s Governing Board members is attached. (Attachment 2) 
3 SMBRC Resolution No. 09-05, supporting the MLPA Initiative in Southern California. (Attahcment 3) 
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However, accuracy and logical consistency of the information presented in the DEIR could be 
improved in relation to the projected benefits of the project, the science guidelines, and the goals of 
the MLPA.  The SMBRC therefore provides the following recommendations. 
 
Recommendation 1:  (Relates to sections on Project Background, Project Description, Biological 
Resources, and Alternatives) 

• The MLPA requires the new MPA network to be based on sound science and establishes a 
science team as a vehicle for fostering consistency with this standard.4 It requires that the 
preferred network include MPAs of adequate size, number, type of protection and location 
to ensure that each MPA meets its objective and that the network as a whole meets the 
goals and guidelines of the MLPA.5   

 
• The DEIR correctly states that the “positive effects of reserves on abundance appear to 

surmount any potential negative effects of displacement or concentration of boats around 
reserves” and “increased reproduction within the proposed MPAs may lead to long term 
fisheries benefits outside their boundaries.”6  The DEIR also correctly concludes that 
“impacts of the Project IPA related to concentration of fishing effort outside MPAs would be 
less than significant.”7  However, the DEIR mistakenly uses the total area protected to assess 
the relative potential long‐term benefits to biological resources from the IPA and 
Alternatives.8  This assumes that all areas in the South Coast Study Region are equally 
beneficial for all marine life.  If this were the case, the science guidelines would be 
unnecessary.   

 
• The IPA and the alternatives do not all conform to the science guidelines and therefore are 

expected to produce different outcomes for biological resources, as described by the 
Science Advisory Team.9  The SAT ranked the alternatives and IPA according to how each of 
them met the science guidelines. For all but one guideline, the proposals ranked in the 
following order from best to worst: Alternative 3, Alternative 1, the IPA, and Alternative 2.10  
However, because the DEIR uses total area, the DEIR wrongly concludes that the biological 
impact of Alternative 3 is equivalent to the IPA.11 The DEIR should state that Alternative 3 
would produce the best biological outcome.  

 
• Section 2.5, paragraph 2 of the DEIR should list the SAT guidelines12 the same way the 

design considerations are listed13 in order to provide the background for a more accurate 
analysis of Biological Impacts using the SAT evaluation rankings. 

 

                                                 
4 MLPA § 2855-2858. 
5 MLPA § 2857(C)(5). 
6 DEIR 7.1.3.3, pg 7-68.  DEIR 7.1.3.3, pg 7-69. 
7 DEIR 7.1.3.3, pg 7-69. 
8 DEIR 10.2.2.6.  DEIR 10.3.2.6, DEIR 10.4.2.6. 
9 Murray (2009).  Briefing Document R.2: Ecological Assessment of MPA Options under Consideration by the 
MLPA Blue Ribbon Task Force.  Presentation to the MLPA Blue Ribbon Task Force on November 10, 2009 in 
Los Angeles, CA. <http://www.dfg.ca.gov/mlpa/pdfs/agenda_102009r2.pdf>  
10 SAT (2009).  SAT Evaluation of Final MPA Proposals from the South Coast Study Region: Habitat 
Representation, Habitat Replication, MPA Size, and MPA Spacing Analysis. December 7, 2009.  
<http://www.dfg.ca.gov/mlpa/pdfs/binders_sc/b1u.pdf> 
11 DEIR 10.4.2.6 
12 MLPA Initiative (2009).  Summary of Key Guidelines for Creating Marine Protected Area Proposals and MPA 
Proposal Evaluation Approaches, Page 2. (Revised June 24, 2009).  
<http://www.dfg.ca.gov/mlpa/pdfs/binders_sc/b1a.pdf>  
13 DEIR 2.5 
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• Section 10.0 of the DEIR should include a summary of the SAT’s final evaluation after the 
summary description of the alternatives.  Sections 10.1.2, 10.2.2, 10.3.2, and 10.4.2 should 
include a description of the number of MPAs within the Alternative that meets the minimum 
size guidelines and are of at least a moderate‐high level of protection.  Sections 10.2.2.6, 
10.3.2.6, and 10.4.2.6 should be changed to reflect that the comparison was made based on 
the amount of key and unique habitat within MPAs that are above the minimum size with at 
least moderate‐high level of protection and the MPAs within the network are spaced within 
the maximum distance as evaluated by the SAT.  The Alternative Summary Sections 
10.2.2.13, 10.3.2.13, and 10.4.2.13, and Table ES‐1 of the DEIR should reflect these changes.   

 
Recommendation 2: (Relates to sections on Noise, Air Quality, Green House Gas Emissions, and 
Alternatives) 

• The DEIR mistakenly assumes that an increase in the total area protected by an MPA 
network would lead to an increase in transit times and distances due to displacement of 
fishing vessels when analyzing impacts on Noise, Air Quality, Green House Gas Emissions (by 
association with Air Quality), and the same topics within the Alternatives analysis.   

 
SMBRC finds this assumption to be flawed in two ways.  First, the size of the closure is not 
necessarily correlated with the number of boats displaced.  For example, within the IPA, the 
Point Conception SMR is nearly double the size of the Campus Point SMR but would displace 
far fewer boats14.  This is because fishermen do not spread themselves evenly throughout 
the study region.  The Ecotrust maps of fishing grounds and the Vessel Observations made 
by the Lighthawk Project demonstrate that fishermen cluster over preferred fishing 
grounds15.   

 
Second, while closed areas are undoubtedly one factor that influences where fishermen 
chose to fish, there are a variety of others including fuel cost and available time that make it 
equally or more likely that fishermen will redirect their effort to areas closer to port.  This 
assumption also fails to recognize the guidance provided by the BRTF and the efforts made 
by the Regional Stakeholder Group (RSG) to avoid popular fishing grounds near ports and 
harbors.  For example, Horseshoe Kelp (near the Port of Los Angeles), Carpinteria Reef (near 
Santa Barbara Harbor), and Point Loma (between San Diego Bay and Mission Bay) were all 
left open to fishing due to the proximity of these popular fishing grounds to ports and 
harbors.  The IPA, Alternative 1, and Alternative 3 all include MPAs located at Point 
Conception, Point Dume, Laguna Beach, and Swami’s that have been located almost 
equidistant between proximal ports and harbors.  It would be reasonable to assume that in 
these cases, the proposal would actually decrease the travel time and distance.    

 
• The statement that the proposed project and its alternatives will result in vessels having to 

travel farther to reach open fishing ground is purely speculative and should be removed.  It 
appears in Sections 4.4, 6.1.3, 6.2.3, 10.2.2.2, 10.2.2.3, 10.3.2.2, 10.3.2.3, 10.4.2.2, and 
10.4.2.3.  Furthermore, the impacts on Air Quality and Green House Gas Emissions caused 
by all the Alternatives except Alternative 0 would generally be similar to the IPA.  The 
conclusions in Sections 10.2.2.2, 10.2.2.3, 10.2.2.13, 10.3.2.2, 10.3.2.3, 10.3.2.13, 10.4.2.2, 
10.4.2.3, and 10.4.2.13 and Table ES‐1 should reflect this. 

 

                                                 
14 The Point Conception SMR is 22.51 square miles with 9 vessels observed by within its boundaries.  The Campus 
Point SMR is only 10.42 square miles with 13 vessels observed within its boundaries. 
15 Marine Map (http://marinemap.org/marinemap/) and http://www.smbaykeeper.org/lighthawk/
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• SMBRC agrees with the conclusion in Section 4.4 that the proposed project and its 
alternatives will not generate significant noise‐related impacts.   

 
Recommendation 3: (Relates to the Executive Summary: Table ES‐1 and Alternatives section) 

• We noticed several discrepancies between the discussions of environmental impacts in 
Section 10.0 ‐ Alternatives and Table ES‐1.  They are as follows: 

 Consumable Living Marine Resource Products:  The discussions for each alternative 
conclude that Alternatives 1 and 3 would have slightly more impact to this resource 
than the IPA, while Alternative 2 would have the same impact.16 This is not reflected in 
the summary paragraphs17 or in Table ES‐1 and should be. 

 Mineral Resources: The discussions for each alternative conclude that Alternatives 1 and 
2 would have the same impact to this resource as the IPA.18  However, the Table ES‐1 
indicates slightly less impact from Alternative 1 and slightly more impact from 
Alternative 2.  This should be corrected to reflect that Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 have the 
same impact as the IPA in table ES‐1. 

 Biological Resources:  The discussions for each alternative conclude that Alternative 1 
would have slightly less impact to this resource as the IPA, Alternative 2 would have 
slightly more impact, and Alternative 3 would have the same impact.19  However, the 
Table ES‐1 indicates slightly more impact from Alternative 1 and slightly less impact 
from Alternative 2.  As discussed earlier, in our first recommendation, the SAT 
evaluations should be used to determine relative differences in impact between the 
Alternatives and the IPA for this resource, rather than total area protected.  The SAT 
rankings of the proposals would lead to a conclusion that Alternative 1 would have 
slightly less negative impact than the IPA, Alternative 2 would have slightly more 
negative impact, and Alternative 3 would have less negative impact.  This should be 
reflected in the summary paragraphs20 and Table ES‐1.  Please refer to our 
Recommendation 1, above, for more details. 

 Cultural Resources:  The discussions for each alternative conclude that Alternatives 1, 2, 
and 3 would have the same impact as the IPA.21  However, the Table ES‐1 indicates 
slightly more impact from Alternative 1 and slightly less impact from Alternative 2 than 
the IPA.  This should be corrected to reflect that Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 have the same 
impact as the IPA in Table ES‐1. 

 Land Use and Recreational Resources:  The discussions for each alternative conclude 
that Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 would have the same impact as the IPA.22  However, the 
Table ES‐1 indicates slightly more impact from Alternative 1 and slightly less impact 
from Alternative 2 than the IPA.  This should be corrected to reflect that Alternatives 1, 
2, and 3 have the same impact as the IPA in Table ES‐1. 

 Vessel Traffic:  The discussions for each alternative conclude that Alternatives 1 and 2 
would have the same impact as the IPA, while Alternative 3 would have less impact on 
this resource.23  However, the Table ES‐1 indicates slightly more impact from Alternative 
1 and slightly less impact from Alternative 2 than the IPA.  This should be corrected to 
reflect that Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 have the same impact as the IPA in Table ES‐1. 
 

                                                 
16 DEIR 10.2.2.1, 10.3.2.1, and 10.4.2.1. 
17 DEIR 10.2.2.13, 10.3.2.13, and 10.4.2.13. 
18 DEIR 10.2.2.5 and 10.3.2.5. 
19 DEIR 10.2.2.6, 10.3.2.6, 10.4.2.6 
20 DEIR 10.2.2.13, 10.3.2.13, and 10.4.2.13. 
21 DEIR 10.2.2.7, 10.3.2.7, 10.4.2.7 
22 DEIR 10.2.2.9, 10.3.2.9, 10.4.2.9 
23 DEIR 10.2.2.10, 10.3.2.10, 10.4.2.10 
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Recommendation 4: (Relates to Potential Impact BIO‐2) 
Potential Impact BIO‐2 states that the red sea urchin has been shown to repeatedly deforest large 
areas of shallow rocky reefs.  SMBRC appreciates the discussion about the role that non‐human sea 
urchin predators play in preventing urchin barrens and the conclusion that the role of urchin 
harvesters will be compensated for by an increase in non‐human sea urchin predators.  We 
recommend including references.24   
 
The purple sea urchin (Stronglyocentrotus purpuratus) has also been shown to repeatedly deforest 
large areas of shallow rocky reefs.  As of yet, there is no market for purple urchins and they are not 
harvested by commercial urchin harvesters, so their populations are only controlled by natural 
predators.  Furthermore, the preliminary data from the recent Bight ’08 survey of rocky reefs show 
that purple urchins are more abundant than red urchins on most reefs.25

 
Recommendation 5: (Relates to Section 10.5 – Environmentally Superior Alternative) 
Alternative 3 should be identified as the “environmentally superior alternative.” In both the Central 
Coast and the North Central Coast MLPA, the EIR identified an environmentally superior alternative; 
it is unclear why the South Coast DEIR fails to do so.  Alternative 3 would have slightly less impact on 
2 Environmental Topics (Biological Resources and Vessel Traffic, as discussed earlier) than the IPA 
and slightly more impact on only 1 Topic (Consumable Living Marine Resource Products).  All other 
Topics would be the same impact as the IPA.  Meanwhile, Alternative 1 would have slightly less 
impact on 1 Topic and slightly more impact on 1 Topic, while Alternative 2 would have slightly less 
impact on no Topics and slightly more impact on 1 Topics (see table below). 
 
Environmental Topic  Alternative 1  Alternative 2  Alternative 3 
Consumable Living 
Marine Resources 

+  =  + 

Air Quality  =  =  = 
Green House Gasses  =  =  = 
Water Quality  =  =  = 
Mineral Resources  =  =  = 
Biological Resources  ‐  +  ‐ 
Cultural Resources  =  =  = 
Public Services and 
Utilities 

=  =  = 

Land Use and 
Recreational Resources 

=  =  = 

Vessel Traffic  =  =  ‐ 
Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials 

=  =  = 

Environmental Justice  =  =  = 
Totals  0  +1  ‐1 
+ indicates slightly more impact than IPA, ‐ indicates slightly less impact, and = indicates the same 
impact.  The lowest total score indicates the environmentally preferable alternative. 
 
Additional Comments:
                                                 
24 Behrens MD, Lafferty KD (2004) Marine Ecology Progress Series 279:129-139.  AND:  Lafferty KD, Behrens 
MD (2005) In: Garcelon DK, Schwemm CA (eds) Sixth California Islands Symposium.  Institute for Wildlife 
Studies, Ventura, CA, p 511-520. 
25 These data will be published as part of the Southern California Coastal Water Research Project’s Bight ’08 Report, 
scheduled for release by early 2011.   
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DEIR 3.4.7.  The word “encompass” in the sentence “The extent of public access and allowed uses 
vary within the network, but are intended to encompass wildlife‐dependent uses involving hunting, 
fishing, wildlife observation…” is confusing.  “Allow” may be the intended word. 
 
DEIR Table 3‐3.  Note 5 (in the list of Notes below the table) specifically references Campus Point 
SMR, which has #6 next to it.  There is no Note 6 in the list of Notes below the table.  Also, #5’s are 
attached to several MPAs that do not have artificial structures located within them, but do have 
monitoring required by water quality permits ongoing within their boundaries.  Please check all 
notes used in this table.   
 
Conclusion 
SMBRC appreciates this opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR and look forward to a Final EIR 
that has improved accuracy and consistency.  We strongly support the efforts made by the State to 
implement the MLPA and look forward to continuing involvement on the implementation and 
monitoring of the proposed network of MPAs. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Dr. Shelley Luce 
Executive Director 
Santa Monica Bay Restoration Commission 
 
 

 

 
 
Lia Protopapadakis 
Marine Scientist and Project Manager 
Santa Monica Bay Restoration Commission 
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SOUTH COAST MARINE PROTECTED AREAS PROJECT 
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

 

P:\28907149 RLFF South Coast MPA EIR\600 DLVR\601 - URS Prepared\__FEIR 11-2010\`Vol 4` Comments and Responses\Responses\05_Organizations Responses Compiled.doc 139139 

Responses to Comment Letter C06_ii  

Response to Comment C06_ii-1: Comment noted. No changes to the Draft EIR are 
required. 

Response to Comment C06_ii-2: The comment asserts that the Draft EIR 
mistakenly uses the total area protected to assess the relative benefits of the alternatives on 
biological resources. The commenter is correct in this assertion, insofar as the analysis in the 
Draft EIR used the total area protected as a simplified metric based on which to compare the 
proposed IPA and alternatives. The MLPA Science Advisory Team (SAT) conducted 
extensive analysis, cited by the commenter, evaluating each of the five alternatives (the No 
Project alternative, the IPA, and SCRSG proposals 1, 2, and 3) against the SAT’s MPA 
guideline criteria. Although there were some minor variations in the findings for specific 
parameters, the SAT generally concluded that proposals 1 and 3 were superior to the IPA 
with respect to achieving the SAT guidelines, that proposal 2 was weaker than the IPA in this 
respect, and that all four of these proposals were superior to the existing MPA network. 
Because the total area protected showed these trends as well, this metric was used to simplify 
the comparison of biological resource benefits among the alternatives. However, it should 
also be noted that the comparison of alternatives considered more factors than satisfying the 
SAT guidelines in comparing impacts. 

Response to Comment C06_ii-3: This commenter states that the Draft EIR should 
identify the alternative with the most “benefits” to the environment. However, as has been 
discussed in responses to other comments, the primary purpose of the Draft EIR is not to 
rank the biological or environmental impact of the proposed Project and alternatives, but to 
identify the adverse physical impacts associated with implementation of the proposed Project 
or alternatives and to avoid or mitigate these impacts to less than significant levels. Thus, the 
requirements of CEQA differ somewhat from the SAT’s objective to identify the alternative 
that best meets the goals and objectives of the MLPA. Though the scientific guidelines are 
one parameter that the Commission has used to help in the design of the proposed Project 
IPA they are not the sole criteria by which the commission has evaluated the proposed 
Project IPA and alternative nor are they the sole criteria on which the final project will be 
selected. 

Response to Comment C06_ii-4: The proposed Project and alternatives are being 
implemented to achieve the goals and objectives of the MLPA. Both the proposed Project 
IPA and alternatives have been found to meet the goals and objectives of the MLPA, and 
would be deemed feasible alternatives under CEQA. 

Response to Comment C06_ii-5: Same comment as C06_ii-4 above. See also 
response to comment A32_ii-6 regarding SAT guidelines and CEQA requirements in 
alternatives analysis. 
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SOUTH COAST MARINE PROTECTED AREAS PROJECT 
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P:\28907149 RLFF South Coast MPA EIR\600 DLVR\601 - URS Prepared\__FEIR 11-2010\`Vol 4` Comments and Responses\Responses\05_Organizations Responses Compiled.doc 140140 

Response to Comment C06_ii-6: See C06_ii-4 above. 

Response to Comment C06_ii-7: See C06_ii-4 above. 

Response to Comment C06_ii-8: The Commission believes that it was worthwhile 
to estimate air emission using the assumption that vessels that may have fished within an 
MPA would likely fish adjacent to the MPA. Where the proposed Project results in 
displacement of these vessels, impacts could occur. The Draft EIR used the hypothetical that 
fishermen traveled beyond the MPA to fish rather than fishing closer to their home port 
because the Commission wanted to estimate a relatively worst-case scenario to understand if 
emissions would approach significant levels. The Commission believes that boats will be 
displaced closer to their home ports as well as farther and that emissions will likely be less 
that is estimated in this Draft EIR. In any case the Air analysis does not indicate that air 
quality or other environmental conditions will be adversely impacted by the implementation 
for the proposed Project IPA or alternatives. 

Response to Comment C06_ii-9: Comment noted.  

Response to Comment C06_ii-10: This comment argues that the effects of the 
project on air quality and greenhouse gas emissions have been overstated, and that the 
alternatives analysis and summary should be modified to state that the project and all 
alternatives will have identical effects relative to these issues. This point is addressed in 
Response to Comment C06_ii-8 above. Portions of Table ES-1 have been revised to clarify 
the comparison of alternatives. Relative to these issues (air quality and greenhouse gas 
emissions), the project and all of the alternatives have effects that are less than significant – 
that is, none of options considered will have a significant impact on these issues. There will 
be very minor differences in the magnitude of their predicted effects, however, and these are 
still reflected in the table. 

Response to Comment C06_ii-11: The commenter suggests editorial changes that 
would not affect the meaning or adequacy of the Draft EIR. The text in question has been 
revised to clarify effect levels for environmental issue areas for each alternative relative to 
the proposed Project IPA. 

Response to Comment C06_ii-12: The comment reiterates comment C06_ii-11. 
Please refer to Response C06_ii-11. 

Response to Comment C06_ii-13: The comment reiterates comment C06_ii-11. 
Please refer to Response C06_ii-11. 

Response to Comment C06_ii-14: The comment reiterates comment C06_ii-11. 
Please refer to Response C06_ii-11. 
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Response to Comment C06_ii-15: The comment reiterates comment C06_ii-11. 
Please refer to Response C06_ii-11. 

Response to Comment C06_ii-16: The comment reiterates comment C06_ii-11. 
Please refer to Response C06_ii-11. 

Response to Comment C06_ii-17: The commenter suggests a additional reference 
that would not affect the meaning or adequacy of the Draft EIR. The reference in question 
has been added. 

Response to Comment C06_ii-18: In this case no environmentally superior 
alternative is present. All alternatives present relatively the same level of less than significant 
impacts. See also response to comment A39_ii-2. 

Response to Comment C06_ii-19: The commenter suggests an editorial change that 
would not affect the meaning or adequacy of the Draft EIR. No change was made. 

Response to Comment C06_ii-20: The commenter suggests a minor text change that 
would not affect the meaning or adequacy of the Draft EIR. The text in question has been 
revised to correct this typographical error. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

• The Vantuna Research Group has taken the lead in establishing a long-term 
collaborative research study of the nearshore rocky reefs in Santa Monica Bay and 
the Southern California Bight.  This research program has been integrated over 
two spatial scales.  First, it encompasses the entirety of the bay through a 
partnership with Santa Monica Baykeeper and the Sanitation Districts of Los 
Angeles County.  Second, this program has taken the lead from the continued 
CRANE (Cooperative Research and Assessment of Nearshore Ecosystems) 
statewide research program established by the California Department of Fish and 
Game.  It is also directly comparable to the scientific monitoring and research 
efforts throughout California conducted by PISCO (Partnership for the 
Interdisciplinary Studies of Coastal Oceans) conducted through the University of 
California.  A standardized survey protocol has been established that addresses all 
the various interests and metrics necessary for studying these reefs. 

 
• A novel technique for mapping nearshore rocky reefs habitat in GIS was 

developed.  The nearshore rocky reefs of Santa Monica Bay were completely 
mapped and there are approximately 22,461,807 m2 (5551 acres) of nearshore reef 
in the Santa Monica Bay study region. GIS layers can be found at: 
http://departments.oxy.edu/vrg/research/ 

 
• All potential Marine Protected Areas and the Malibu ASBS were extensively 

surveyed during this study.  This study provides a unique opportunity to quantify 
the effect of marine reserves in the future with pre-reserve data.  In addition, this 
research program has integrated the research in the bay with the biological 
assessment of reefs in the states ASBSs. A monitoring plan for these areas has 
been established. 

 
• There is significant variation among reef habitats within Santa Monica Bay and 

the Southern California Bight due to a variety of biotic and anthropogenic factors.   
An integrative model was developed to evaluate the habitat quality of the 
mainland reefs in the Southern California Bight.  In a survey of 29 mainland reefs, 
8 of the 10 highest in quality were in Santa Monica Bay.  This habitat valuation 
model was useful in identifying areas where reef quality is significantly degraded.  

 
• The major sources of reef degradation were identified: overfishing, sedimentation 

and turbidity.  Reefs easily accessible to anglers originating from King Harbor 
had significantly reduced sportfish populations (especially kelp bass).  
Sedimentation and associated turbidity continues to devastate and in many 
instances bury reefs in the region. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 

The Vantuna Research Group (VRG) at Occidental College and Santa Monica 
Baykeeper (SMBK) with the assistance of the Los Angeles County Sanitation District 
(LACSD) quantitatively assessed the nearshore rocky reef resources of Santa Monica 
Bay during the 2007-2008 sampling seasons.  This report addresses the following 
information gaps: 1) provide critical pre-reserve subtidal data necessary for the 
establishment Marine Protected Areas in coastal southern California as dictated by the 
Department of Fish and Game; 2) use this assessment to establish the subtidal rocky-reef 
monitoring program identified as a need by the Santa Monica Bay Restoration 
Commission’s (SMBRC) Comprehensive Monitoring Program (SMBRC 2007); and 3) 
integrate and coordinate the bay’s rocky-reef monitoring program with the rest of the 
Southern California Bight and the rest of the California coastline. 

In this region, the coastline consists of long stretches of sandy beach broken up by 
rocky headlands, deep submarine canyons and deep reefs.  There are also gravel beds 
extending from Ballona Creek to the Redondo Canyon and surfgrass off Topanga 
Canyon, distinctive habitat types specific to Santa Monica Bay (Emery 1960; personal 
communication DFG).  The primary limiting resource in this arena is hard bottom 
habitats, comprising approximately 25% of the total nearshore habitat (Appendix IX).  
The major reef areas, the headlands at Palos Verdes and reefs along the Malibu coast, are 
intensively fished by both commercial and recreational fishers.  Fortuitously, the 
resources of the region have been studied intensively over the past few decades by the 
VRG, SMBK and LACSD.  The hallmark of this research effort has been the long-term 
quarterly monitoring (1974-present) of the reef fishes at Palos Verdes Point, Rancho 
Palos Verdes and King Harbor, Redondo Beach representing the longest continually 
monitored rocky reefs in the world (Terry and Stephens 1976; Stephens and Zerba 1981; 
Stephens et al., 1986; Stephens et al. 1994, Pondella and Stephens 2002). In addition to 
this long-term monitoring program, in 2000 we began a spatial assessment of reef fish 
assemblages throughout the Southern California Bight (Pondella et al. 2005), the most 
integrative reef assessment of this area to date.  It includes the only scientific research 
studies of the fishes of Horseshoe Kelp (Froeschke and Pondella 2006), Catalina Island, 
San Clemente Island, San Nicolas Island and Santa Barbara Island (Pondella and Allen 
2000; Pondella et al. 2005; Froeschke et al. 2007), and the most intensive monitoring 
programs of the Palos Verdes Peninsula (Pondella et al. 1996, Stephens et al. 1996, 
Pondella and Stephens 1998), Santa Monica Bay (Stephens et al. 1992), and the Malibu 
coast (Coastkeeper 2005, Pondella and Allen 2000).  Further, the VRG was instrumental 
and principal investigator for the development and implementation of Department of Fish 
and Game’s Cooperative Resource Assessment of Nearshore Ecosystems (CRANE; 
Tenera 2006).  This bight-wide program was reimplemented in 2008 by the VRG (under 
support of this program) in collaboration with Southern California Coastal Water 
Research Project (SCCWRP) Bight ’08 program (referred to as Bight ’08 Rocky Reefs). 

The state’s 1999 Marine Life Protection Act (MLPA) mandated an ecosystem 
approach to not only establish MPAs dedicated to protecting and preserving our delicate 
marine ecosystems, but also to improve the resources in this arena.  While MPAs can be 
used for a variety of purposes, we implemented a research program that addressed all of 
these goals and their long-term valuation.  This timing allowed a unique window in 
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which pre-reserve placement studies were conducted to allow both the appropriate 
‘before and after’ and spatial design features (Claudet et al. 2006), as well as provided 
quantitative fisheries independent information for the optimization of reserve placement 
and design, which has already been completed.  

In addition to the timeliness with respect to the MLPA, we also addressed the 
objectives set out for Hard Benthos in the Comprehensive Monitoring Program (SMBRC 
2007), which were to determine the spatial extent of the subtidal hard substrate 
organisms, and track changes in this ecosystem over time and space in the Bay. 
Specifically, these objectives were to:   
 

1) Determine the status of algal, invertebrate, and fish communities throughout the 
Bay within the shallow water (< 90 feet) portion of the habitat 

2) Track changes over time in the status of algal, invertebrate and fish communities 
throughout the Bay within shallow water (< 90 feet) high relief and low relief 
habitat types 

3) Conduct reconnaissance of conditions in deep-water (> 90 feet) habitat, including 
banks, canyons, and rocky outcrops along the shelf edge 

4) Track changes over time at a set of fixed reefs in shallow water 
5) Estimate changes in abundance of key commercial and recreational rocky subtidal 

fishes 
6) Assess the effectiveness of the current Areas of Special Biological Significance 

(ASBS) at Malibu and any future marine protected areas at protecting and/or 
restoring algal, invertebrate, and fish communities 

 
With the exception of objective three, this report addresses all of these goals in the 
following ways: 
  

• Fine scale maps of all subtidal rocky reefs and organisms’ distribution and 
associated statistics (richness, diversity, density, biomass etc.) were created in a 
GIS matrix.  The MLPA’s Master Plan Science Advisory Team for the South 
Coast Study Region and Regional Stakeholder Groups used these data layers for 
the MLPA process.  

• A description of a standard methodology/design for fixed long term monitoring 
sites that will allow trend analyses of algal, inverts and fishes to be conducted 
throughout this region is provided. 

• Meta-analyses on the data collected were completed to provide a basis for the 
establishment of spatial scale surveys necessary to meet the goals of the 
Comprehensive Monitoring Program.  

• Baseline information for evaluating the effectiveness of ASBS’s and MPA’s 
through pre- and post-protection studies is provided. 

• This research program took the lead in organizing subtidal monitoring in the rest 
of the Southern California region and coordinated these efforts with the study of 
ASBS’s as part of SCCWRP’s Bight ’08 program. 
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1. MAPPING AND GIS ANALYSES 
 

The geographic extent and character of marine hard bottom/reef was mapped by 
combining several different spatial datasets into a preliminary habitat data layer.  This 
layer was then verified and corrected using underwater field observations and analyses of 
aerial and satellite photography.  All mapping and spatial analysis was done using 
ArcGIS software.  Spatial data layers were created and maintained in the shapefile 
format, using the UTM Zone 11 North, WGS84 projection to minimize distortion in both 
area and length measurements.  These data layers are included with this report as ESRI 
format shapefiles and Google Earth compatible .kml files on the included data CD, and 
are also available for download from the Vantuna Research Group website. 

The study area was defined as that bounded by the coastline extending from Point 
Fermin northwest to the Los Angeles County line near Leo Carillo State Beach, and 
seaward to the 30 meter isobath.  For geographic context and to provide a landward 
boundary to the mapping and spatial analysis, a shoreline spatial data layer was 
constructed by combining the two shoreline data layers from the US Geological Survey 
Coastal and Marine Geology Program Internet Map Server1.  The shoreline layer for 1998 
comprises most of the shoreline for the study area but contains gaps, which were filled 
using data from the 1971-76 shoreline data layer.  The 30 meter isobaths was mapped by 
extracting this feature from the bathymetric contour spatial dataset of Kellner et al. 
(2005).  These geographic boundaries are shown in Figure 1.1. 
 
Figure 1.1.  Location of Study. 
 

 
 
                                                 
1 http://coastalmap.marine.usgs.gov/regional/contusa/westcoast/pacificcoast/data.html 
The National Assessment of Shoreline Change: A GIS Compilation of Vector Shorelines and Associated Shoreline 
Change Data for the Sandy Shorelines of the California Coast  By Cheryl Hapke and David Reid   U.S. Geological 
Survey Open-File Report 2006-1251 Version 1.1 – (combined both 1998 and 1971-76 data to get shoreline in LBLA 
Harbor area; defaulted to 1998) 
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Initial mapping of reef extent to create the preliminary habitat map was accomplished by 
combining three existing vector polygon spatial data sets  
 

• Kelp canopy (shapefile, polygon): a highly precise polygon spatial layer created 
by using a 2-meter rectangular grid to classify georeferenced aerial photography 
(Kellner et al. 2005).  As this data layer depicts the kelp canopy, the use of the 
data here to map marine hard bottom capable of supporting kelp holdfasts 
introduces some error into the analysis.  Kelp canopy varies significantly over 
seasons and years.  In this layer three years (1989, 1999 and 2002) of data was 
used. 
 

• Habitat classification (shapefile, polygon) derived from side scan sonar surveys2. 
There is no coverage for this data in the portion of the study area from Point 
Dume northwest to the study area boundary, or in the central portion of the study 
area from Pacific Palisades south to Torrance Beach.  From this data layer, only 
those habitat types that correspond to or function as “reef” (see list below) were 
selected.   

 
• Deformed hummocky bedrock 
• Differentially eroded deformed bedrock 
• Hard anthropogenic mounds 
• Hummocky bedrock 
• Hummocky sediment covered deformed bedrock 
• Mixed bimodal sediment over bedrock 
• Mixed sediment and flat bedrock 
• Scoured boulders and pinnacles 
• Volcanic rock 

 
• Coarse-scale mapping of hard bottom3 (shapefile, polygon) between the 10 and 

30m isobaths.  This layer only discriminates between soft sediment and hard 
bottom, and lacks spatial resolution in identifying boundaries between these two 
bottom types.  It was used primarily to verify bottom type in areas not covered by 
the above two datasets. 

 
Together, these data layers represent all mapped rocky bottom and reef within the 

study area.  The layers were merged using a GIS union to create a single spatial data 
layer, the preliminary habitat map, retaining reference to the source data in the attribute 
table of the resulting data layers derived from this data layer.  The geographic extent of 
this data layer is shown in Figure 1.2. 
 

                                                 
2 Data from Sea Floor Mapping Lab at California State University Monterey Bay 
(http://seafloor.csumb.edu/SFMLwebDATA.htm).   
3 From Kellner et al. 2005 
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Figure 1.2. Preliminary habitat classification of reef areas inside of the 30 m isobath.  
 

 
 

As the preliminary habitat map was constructed of spatial data that does not cover 
the entire study area, mapping was completed and validated by a variety of techniques. 
To validate the accuracy and coverage of the spatial data layer, two methods were used.  
The first was to transform the spatial data layer into the Google Earth .kml format, and 
examine the mapped habitat against the georeferenced aerial imagery that serves as a 
back coverage in the Google Earth application.  The aerial photo coverage used to 
augment and correct the GIS union spatial data layer is the TeleAtlas March 2007 
imagery available for use with Google Earth and Google Earth Pro.  This technique was 
also used to map bottom habitat directly for the nearshore zone in areas where the side 
scan sonar survey did not collect data, and the water was shallow and clear enough to see 
habitat variation in the aerial photographs.  The aerial imagery showed numerous 
additional nearshore areas were composed of hard bottom, and that the kelp canopy was 
more extensive than depicted in the kelp canopy data.  This technique also allowed 
habitat mapping in the area northwest of Point Dume to Leo Carillo, and in the vicinity of 
King Harbor and the Santa Monica breakwater anchorage, which are not covered in the 
original habitat classification data layer.  These additional marine hard bottom/reef areas 
were mapped by hand-digitizing polygons from the Google Earth imagery registered to 
the GIS spatial data.  These data corrections were added to the preliminary habitat spatial 
data layer, again retaining data source information using the polygon attributes. 
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In addition to verification using aerial imagery, the point locations of field 
sampling sites were plotted on the preliminary habitat map to verify that the observed 
bottom characteristics matched the GIS data layer.  All field sample sites (Figure 1.3; 
Table 1.1) matched the map data, but a very small number of minor anomalies were 
noted in the preliminary habitat map in offshore areas that represent missing data, 
probably due to the way in which these data were produced. The bottom characteristics of 
these areas were interpreted using diver observations and experience to fill in these areas 
as appropriate.  Not only was this step a final check of habitat mapping accuracy, it also 
was used to determine how effectively the network of field sites sample and characterize 
the different reef habitats present the study area, and their geographic distribution.  All 
maps were then reviewed and checked for accuracy by scientific divers who have 
extensive experience in the area.  The final habitat map with sampling stations (Table 
1.1) is shown in Figure 1.3.  Reefs were defined a priori by best professional judgment as 
known areas of coastline of similar contiguous habitats.  In the ArcGIS, we then were 
able to calculate the total area of habitat for 21 reefs in the region (Table 1.2).  There are 
approximately 22,220,911 m2 (5491 acres) of nearshore (<30 m) natural rock habitat in 
the study region.  The largest reef is Rocky Point comprising 2,400,014 m2 (594 acres) of 
habitat.  The smallest reefs are the relatively isolated Big Rock and Pt. Dume, which 
comprised 25,948 m2 (6 acres) and 17,372 m2 (4 acres), respectively. 
 
Figure 1.3. Locations of field sampling (in red) sites in the 2007-2008 survey. 
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Figure 1.4.  The final rocky reef habitat map incorporates all available data layers.   
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Table 1.1.  Locations of 126 natural reef zones surveyed in Santa Monica Bay, 2007-
2008.  Reef zones are discussed in section 2. 
 

Station Zone Latitude Longitude Station Zone Latitude Longitude 
3 Palms Inner 33.71870 -118.33548 Long Point West Inner 33.73845 -118.40320 
3 Palms Middle 33.71757 -118.33272 Long Point West Middle 33.73803 -118.40398 
3 Palms East Inner 33.71868 -118.33003 Nicholas Canyon Middle 34.03803 -118.91168 
3 Palms East Middle 33.71790 -118.33098 Nicholas Canyon Outer 34.03735 -118.91130 
3 Palms East Outer 33.71712 -118.33145 Nicholas Canyon East Middle 34.03787 -118.90758 
3 Palms West Inner 33.72083 -118.33555 Nicholas Canyon East Outer 34.03685 -118.90747 
3 Palms West Middle 33.72025 -118.33623 Nicholas Canyon West Middle 34.03837 -118.91345 
3 Palms West Outer 33.71990 -118.33653 Nicholas Canyon West Outer 34.03752 -118.91232 
Big Rock Inner 34.03537 -118.60777 Point Dume Inner 33.99935 -118.80550 
Bunker Point Inner 33.72540 -118.35205 Point Dume Middle 33.99852 -118.80725 
Bunker Point Middle 33.72502 -118.35285 Point Dume Outer 33.99935 -118.80550 
Bunker Point Outer 33.72505 -118.35403 Point Fermin Inner 33.70460 -118.29465 
Carp Reef Inner 34.41762 -118.27443 Point Fermin Middle 33.70418 -118.29597 
Deep Hole Middle 34.04573 -119.60512 Point Fermin Outer 33.70355 -118.29658 
Deep Hole Outer 34.04468 -118.95992 Point Fermin West Inner 33.70840 -118.29962 
Deep Hole East Inner 34.04538 -118.96090 Point Fermin West Middle 33.70730 -118.30015 
Deep Hole East Middle 34.04572 -118.95417 Point Fermin West Outer 33.70615 -118.30078 
Deep Hole East Outer 34.04430 -118.96097 Point Vicente Inner 33.74130 -118.41208 
Deep Hole West Inner 34.05005 -118.96160 Point Vicente Middle 33.73967 -118.41348 
Deep Hole West Middle 34.04818 -118.96520 Point Vicente Outer 33.73857 -118.41443 
Deep Hole West Outer 34.04788 -118.96553 Point Vicente East Inner 33.74063 -118.40822 
El Matador East Middle 34.03388 -118.97073 Point Vicente East Middle 33.74042 -118.40745 
El Matador West Middle 34.03570 -118.88587 Point Vicente East Outer 33.74013 -118.40748 
Encinal Canyon East Inner 34.03543 -118.89495 Point Vicente West Deep 33.73857 -118.41477 
Encinal Canyon East Middle 34.03483 -118.87088 Point Vicente West Inner 33.74178 -118.41192 
Encinal Canyon West Inner 34.03573 -118.87105 Point Vicente West Middle 33.74355 -118.41447 
Encinal Canyon West Middle 34.03470 -118.87792 Point Vicente West Outer 33.73902 -118.41250 
Escondido Inner 34.02042 -118.87920 Resort Point Deep 33.76653 -118.42908 
Escondido Middle 34.02042 -118.77245 Resort Point Inner 33.76673 -118.42590 
Escondido East Inner 34.02145 -118.77245 Resort Point Middle 33.76637 -118.42675 
Escondido East Middle 34.02145 -118.76817 Resort Point Outer 33.76630 -118.42792 
Escondido West Inner 34.02252 -118.76817 Ridges Deep 33.78860 -118.42870 
Escondido West Middle 34.01892 -118.76915 Ridges Inner 33.78392 -118.42337 
Flat Rock Inner 33.80053 -118.77613 Ridges Middle 33.78443 -118.42430 
Flat Rock Middle 33.80098 -118.40680 Ridges Outer 33.78678 -118.42645 
Flat Rock Outer 33.80323 -118.40725 Ridges North Deep 33.79070 -118.42837 
Flat Rock North Inner 33.79957 -118.40855 Ridges North Inner 33.78632 -118.42210 
Flat Rock North Middle 33.80175 -118.40778 Ridges North Middle 33.78995 -118.42057 
Flat Rock North Outer 33.80233 -118.40770 Ridges North Outer 33.78938 -118.42453 
Flat Rock South Inner 33.79595 -118.40867 Ridges South Deep 33.78860 -118.42870 
Flat Rock South Middle 33.79595 -118.41105 Ridges South Inner 33.78305 -118.42410 
Lead Better Beach Inner 34.39713 -118.41222 Ridges South Middle 33.78497 -118.42545 
Lead Better Beach Middle 34.39637 -119.69868 Ridges South Outer 33.78658 -118.42675 
Leo Carillo Inner 34.04330 -119.69787 Rocky Point Deep 33.78413 -118.43268 
Leo Carillo Middle 34.04238 -118.93347 Rocky Point Inner 33.77993 -118.42720 
Leo Carillo Outer 34.03802 -118.92225 Rocky Point Middle 33.78037 -118.42823 
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Table 1.1. Study sites, continued. 
 

Station Zone Latitude Longitude Station Zone Latitude Longitude 
Leo Carillo East Inner 34.04278 -118.92463 Rocky Point Outer 33.78352 -118.43057 
Leo Carillo East Middle 34.04003 -118.92497 Rocky Point North Deep 33.78420 -118.43263 
Leo Carillo East Outer 34.03662 -118.92238 Rocky Point North Inner 33.77942 -118.42742 
Leo Carillo West Inner 34.04295 -118.93355 Rocky Point North Middle 33.77975 -118.42775 
Leo Carillo West Middle 34.04207 -118.93217 Rocky Point North Outer 33.78253 -118.42957 
Little Dume Inner 34.00727 -118.79267 Rocky Point South Deep 33.77703 -118.43545 
Little Dume Middle 34.00660 -118.79123 Rocky Point South Inner 33.77502 -118.43058 
Little Dume Outer 34.00510 -118.78908 Rocky Point South Middle 33.77502 -118.43058 
Little Dume East Inner 34.01138 -118.78908 Rocky Point South Outer 33.77563 -118.43262 
Little Dume East Middle 34.00783 -118.78887 Hawthorne Reef East Middle 33.74858 -118.41715 
Little Dume East Outer 34.00680 -118.78800 Hawthorne Reef East Outer 33.74858 -118.41715 
Little Dume West Inner 34.00492 -118.79172 Whites Point Inner 33.71512 -118.32048 
Little Dume West Middle 34.00643 -118.79057 Whites Point Middle 33.71413 -118.32138 
Little Dume West Outer 34.00572 -118.79053 Whites Point Outer 33.71363 -118.32353 
Long Point East Inner 33.73620 -118.39983 Whites Point West Inner 33.71728 -118.32662 
Long Point East Middle 33.73588 -118.40040 Whites Point West Middle 33.71537 -118.32485 
Long Point East Outer 33.73588 -118.40128 Whites Point West Outer 33.71467 -118.32587 
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Table 1.2.  The total area of rocky habitat and perimeter of nearshore rocky reefs from 
north to south in the study area.    
 

Reef AREA (m2) ACRES PERIMETER (m) 
Deer Creek* 240,896 60 16,421 
Deep Hole* 1,133,601 280 6,178 
Leo Carrillo 954,077 236 17,417 
Nicholas Canyon 492,424 122 12,257 
Encinal Canyon 961,695 238 34,892 
Point Dume 17,372 4 3,544 
Little Dume 2,149,296 531 43,744 
Escondido 755,522 187 26,910 
Malibu Point 612,425 151 10,957 
Big Rock 25,948 6 2,494 
Topanga 2,234,355 552 58,080 
Flat Rock 807,769 200 7,795 
Ridges 2,129,633 526 8,519 
Rocky Point 2,400,014 593 8,657 
Resort Point 1,160,789 287 12,477 
Point Vicente 358,074 88 4,624 
Long Point 300,192 74 5,047 
Abalone Cove 875,941 216 16,325 
Bunker Point 556,995 138 3,629 
Three Palms 1,616,273 399 6,388 
White's Point 1,243,546 307 16,891 
Point Fermin 1,434,970 355 7,936 
 22,461,807 5,551  
*above Los Angeles/Ventura County Line 
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2. BIOLOGICAL AND HABITAT SURVEYS 
 The following section describes the standardized habitat and biological survey 
methodology.  This methodology was established during the 2003-2004 California 
Department of Fish and Game’s CRANE (Cooperative Research and Assessment of 
Nearshore Ecosystems) program (Tenera 2006).  These survey techniques were adapted 
from the PISCO (Partnership for the Interdisciplinary Studies of Coastal Oceans).  The 
difference at that time were: CRANE did not do canopy fish transects and uniform point 
contact (UPC) were done every meter, while PISCO did UPC every 0.5 m. Since then, 
PISCO has changed UPC to every meter. In addition, these techniques were also used in 
the Southern California Coastal Water Research Program’s (SCCWRP) Bight ’08 Rocky 
Reef Program (Appendix IX).  In the current CRANE program, the sampling design is 
one line or sampling cell per reef.  In the previous program, two sampling cells were 
completed.  This was done to increase the spatial aspect of the program by spreading the 
work effort over a wider spatial scale.  This change will not compromise data quality, 
because the current sampling cells are replicates of the initial design.  Further, CRANE 
now includes a ‘deep’ depth zone for reefs that occupy habitat from the 20-30 m isobaths 
as well as canopy transects for fishes. 
  
2.1 Sampling Unit 

Within each cell four depth zones (if present) were sampled (Figure 2.1).  The 
core sampling unit for a PISCO/CRANE cell is three depth zones based upon the natural 
contours of a reef.  These zones are the inner (~5m), middle (~10m) and outer (~15m) 
portions of a natural reef or kelp bed.  In this program we added a deep zone (~25m) 
where this habitat was available.  Thus, the sampled target depths for sites are the 5 m, 10 
m, 15 m and 25 m contours.   

Within each depth zone, two benthic sampling protocols –Uniform Point Contact 
(UPC) and macro invertebrate and algae (Swath) – were completed.  For fishes, four 
benthic, mid-depth and canopy (when present) 30 m belt transects were completed in 
each depth zone.  Thus for a reef containing four depth zones, 16 benthic fish transects, 
16 midwater fish transects, 16 canopy (when present) fish transects, 8 UPC and 8 Swath 
transects were completed.  In addition, 100 red and 100 purple urchins were size classed 
at each site.  
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Figure 2.1. Example of the four sampling depth zones on a natural reef. 
 

 
 

 
2.2 Fish Sampling 

The purpose of the fish sampling is to estimate fish density and length frequency 
distributions by species at each site. Good visibility is critical and a minimum of 3 m is 
necessary to conduct these transects.  Within each depth zone, a total of four benthic, four 
midwater and four canopy (when present) 30 m x 2 m replicate transects were sampled. 
The height of the ‘mid-water’ transect varies as a function of bottom depth and is 
approximately half way up the water column.  Canopy transects are conducted 
immediately below the kelp canopy where present.   
 Observers began the transects by loosely clipping the end of the transect 
measuring tape to a kelp stipe or attaching it to a rock. The pair of divers swam in the 
pre-arranged compass direction for a distance of 30 m while counting and estimating the 
sizes of all fishes. All fishes (Table 2.1) encountered along the transects were recorded. 
Divers counted and estimated total length (TL) of small fish (< 15 cm [5.9 in] TL) to the 
nearest cm, and larger fish (> 15 cm) to the nearest 5 cm (2.0 in) interval. If a school of 
fish (>10 fish) was encountered, the number of fish is estimated within each size group. 
The observer censused fishes within the boundaries of an imaginary observation “box” 
slightly ahead of them as they swim along, sometimes stopping, scanning and searching 
within discrete areas of the “box” that is delimited by the 2 m transect width and natural 
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features such as kelp plants or large boulders. The diver held the data board in front of 
them and records data periodically so that they could maintain fish counts and size 
estimates with minimal distraction.  If there was an intervening obstacle, the transect 
continued over it so long as the depth change was less than 2.5 m. If the obstacle was 
greater than 2.5 m in height, the transect circumvented it. Transects were completed even 
if sand is encountered. When there was sand for more than 5 m and it appeared that the 
habitat continued primarily as sand, the transect direction was changed to the minimum 
angle necessary to remain on rocky habitat (i.e the divers stayed on the reef). Physical 
data collected on each transect included observation depth (m), water temperature (Cº), 
horizontal visibility (m), surge (0-4 relative scale), and kelp canopy cover (%). 

Transects were completed in 3-6 minutes depending on the number of fishes and 
the complexity of the habitat. Upon completing a transect, the divers then swam to the 
starting point of their next replicate transect within the same zone by choosing a 
haphazard direction along the same isobath. The preferred distance between transects was 
at least 10 m.   
   
2.3 Swath Sampling 

The purpose of the swath sampling was to estimate the density of conspicuous, 
solitary and mobile invertebrates (Table 2.2) as well as specific macroalgae.  Individual 
invertebrates and plants were counted along the entire 30 m x 2 m transect. Transects 
were completed even if sand is encountered but when there was sand for more than 5 m, 
the direction of the transect was changed to the minimum necessary to remain on rocky 
habitat.  Divers slowly swam one direction counting targeted invertebrates (from a pre-
printed list on the data sheet) and then swam back along the transect counting targeted 
macroalgae. Cracks and crevices were searched and understory algae pushed aside. No 
organisms were removed. Any organism with more than half of its body inside the swath 
area was counted.  
 

The following size criteria applied to counting macroalgal species: 

• Macrocystis taller than 1 m (3.3 ft), and number of stipes per holdfast were 
counted at 1 m above the substrate.  Macrocystis was not subsampled. 

• Nereocystis, Pterygophora, Laminaria setchellii and Eisenia arborea taller 
than 30 cm (11.8 in) 

• Laminaria farlowii with blade greater than 10 cm (3.9 in) wide 
• Cystoseira osmundacea greater than 6 cm (2.4 in) wide 
• Costaria and Alaria – no size restrictions 

Transects were divided into three, 10-meter segments.  Normally a diver counted 
all target species within each 10 m segment, but species that occurred in high densities 
(e.g., purple urchins) were sub-sampled if greater than 30 individuals occurred within any 
of the three 10 m segments on a transect.  In those cases, the diver recorded the meter 
mark at which the threshold abundance was reached and then stopped counting that 
species for the remainder of that segment. The species continued to be counted at the start 
of each following segment and the same threshold abundance rule was applied. The 
subsampled abundances were then extrapolated per segment to calculate an estimated 
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total abundance per transect. Macrocystis was not subsampled.  Considering their paucity 
and critical status, the size and species of any abalone was recorded. 

 
2.4 Uniform Point Contact Benthos Sampling  

Percent cover of substrate type, substrate relief and benthic organisms (Table 2.3) 
were recorded at each meter mark along the 30 m transect tape. Substrate percentages in 
the following categories were estimated within each 10 m segment: bedrock (> 1 m), 
boulder (<1 m, but >10 cm), cobble (<10 cm), and sand. Substrate relief is the maximum 
relief within a rectangle centered on the point that is 0.5 meter along the tape and 1 meter 
wide. To contact benthic organisms, the line was pushed down and the species under the 
tape is recorded.  If the line would not contact the substrate, the diver’s finger was used to 
mark the spot. Epiphytes, epizooids and mobile organisms were not recorded. If the 
contact point was on a blade of Laminaria, brittlestars or a sea cucumber, the organism 
under the point was recorded and it was noted that the point was under one of these 
organisms.  The superlayer was also recorded.  In addition to quantifying benthic 
organisms, the following types of bare substrate were recorded, if contacted: rock, sand, 
shell debris, and mud. 

 
2.5 Sea Urchin Sampling 

In order to gain a more accurate estimate of the size frequency distribution of 
local sea urchins populations, specimens were collected and measured in the areas on and 
around each transect.  In areas where urchins are abundant at least 100 red 
(Strongylocentrotus franciscanus) and 100 purple urchins (S. purpuratus) were collected 
and their test diameters measured to the nearest centimeter. Specimens were collected 
from each depth zone and multiple areas of the site, if possible. To avoid bias in size 
measurements, all emergent urchins are collected from each patch unless the patch was 
very large, in which case only a representative portion of the patch was collected. Urchins 
were measured on the boat. Very small urchins (< 1 cm) under the spine canopy of larger 
urchins were not measured. If it was not possible to collect 100 of each species within a 
total dive time of one hour, the search for urchins was suspended.   
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Table 2.1. Fishes observed on SCB mainland reefs during the 2007-2008.  
 

Scientific Name Common Name 
Alloclinus holderi island kelpfish 
Anisotremus davidsonii sargo 
Artedius corallinus coralline sculpin 
Atherinops affinis topsmelt 
Atherinopsidae silverside 
Atherinopsis californiensis jack smelt 
Aulorhynchus flavidus tubesnout 
Balistes polylepis finescale triggerfish 
Brachyistius frenatus kelp perch 
Caulolatilus princeps ocean whitefish* 
Cephaloscyllium ventriosum swell shark 
Cheilotrema saturnum black croaker 
Chromis punctipinnis blacksmith 
Clinidae kelpfish 
Clinocottus analis wooly sculpin 
Cymatogaster aggregata shiner perch 
Embiotoca jacksoni black perch* 
Embiotoca lateralis striped seaperch 
Engraulis mordax northern anchovy 
Galeorhinus galeus soupfin* 
Gibbonsia elegans spotted kelpfish 
Gibbonsia sp. kelpfish 
Girella nigricans opaleye 
Gobiidae unidentified goby 
Gymnothorax mordax California moray 
Halichoeres semicinctus rock wrasse 
Hermosilla azurea zebraperch 
Heterodontus francisci horn shark 
Heterostichus rostratus giant kelpfish 
Hexagrammos decagrammus kelp greenling* 
Hyperprosopon argenteum walleye surfperch 
Hypsurus caryi rainbow seaperch 
Hypsypops rubicundus garibaldi 
Leiocottus hirundo lavender sculpin 
Lethops connectens halfblind goby 
Lythrypnus dalli bluebanded goby* 
Medialuna californiensis halfmoon 
Micrometrus minimus dwarf surfperch 
Myliobatis californica bat ray 
Ophiodon elongatus lingcod* 
Orthonopias triacis snubnose sculpin 
Oxyjulis californica senorita 
Oxylebius pictus painted greenling 
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Table 2.1. Fishes, continued. 
 

Scientific Name Common Name 
Paralabrax clathratus kelp bass* 
Paralabrax nebulifer barred sandbass* 
Paralichthys californicus California halibut* 
Phanerodon atripes sharpnose seaperch 
Phanerodon furcatus white seaperch 
Rathbunella alleni stripefin ronquil 
Rhacochilus toxotes rubberlip seaperch 
Rhacochilus vacca pile perch 
Rhinogobiops nicholsii blackeye goby 
Sarda chiliensis bonito* 
Sardinops sagax Pacific sardine* 
Scomber japonicus Pacific chub mackerel* 
Scorpaena guttata California scorpionfish* 
Scorpaenichthys marmoratus cabezon* 
Scorpaenodes xyris rainbow scorpionfish 
Sebastes atrovirens kelp rockfish* 
Sebastes auriculatus brown rockfish* 
Sebastes carnatus gopher rockfish* 
Sebastes caurinus copper rockfish* 
Sebastes chrysomelas black-and-yellow rockfish* 
Sebastes dallii calico rockfish 
Sebastes juv-brown complex juvenile brown rockfish 
Sebastes miniatus vermillion rockfish* 
Sebastes mystinus blue rockfish* 
Sebastes paucispinus bocaccio* 
Sebastes rastrelliger grass rockfish* 
Sebastes serranoides olive rockfish* 
Sebastes serranoides/flavidus olive/yellowtail rockfish* 
Sebastes serriceps treefish 
Sebastes sp. rockfish 
Sebastes umbrosus honeycomb rockfish 
Semicossyphus pulcher California sheephead* 
Sphyraena argentea Pacific barracuda* 
Squatina californica angel shark* 
Stereolepis gigas giant sea bass* 
Trachurus symmetricus jack mackerel* 
Triakis semifasciata leopard shark* 
Urobatis halleri round stingray 
Xenistius californiensis salema 

 *commercial or recreational species (CDFG 2001).
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Table 2.2. Organisms observed on SWATH transects in Santa Monica Bay, 2007-2008. 
 

Taxa Common Name 
Phaeophyta Brown Algae 
Cystoseira osmundacea chain-bladder kelp 
Desmarestia ligulata acid kelp 
Egregia menziesii feather boa kelp 
Eisenia arborea southern sea palm 
Laminaria farlowii oarweed 
Laminaria setchellii southern stiff stiped kelp 
Macrocystis pyrifera giant kelp 
Pterygophora californica pom pom kelp 
Sargassum sp. (S. muticum and S. filicinium)*  wireweed 
Undaria pinnatifida wakame 
Rhodophyta Red Algae 
Mastocarpus papillatus Turkish towel 
Anthozoa Anemones and gorgonians 
Anthopleura elegantissima aggregating anemone 
Anthopleura sola solitary anemone 
Anthopleura xanthogrammica giant green anemone 
cup coral brown or orange cup corals 
Eugorgia rubens purple gorgonian 
Lophogorgia chilensis red gorgonian 
Muricea californica golden gorgonian 
Muricea fruticosa brown gorgonian 
Pachycerianthus fimbratus tube-dwelling anemone 
Urticina mcpeaki McPeak's urticina 
Urticina lofotensis white-spotted rose anemone 
Hydrozoa hydroids 
Polyorchis pencillatus bell medusa 
Stylaster californicus California hydrocoral 
Crustacea Shrimps, crabs and barnacles 
Barnacle unidentified barnacle 
Cancer antennarius brown rock crab 
Cancer sp. unidentified rock crab 
Loxorhyncus grandis sheep crab** 
Pandalus gurneyi coonstriped shrimp 
Panulirus interruptus California spiny lobster** 
Pugettia producta northern kelp crab 
Pugettia richii cryptic kelp crab 
*invasive species 
**commercial or recreational species (CDFG 2001) 
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Table 2.2. SWATH organisms, continued. 
 

Taxa Common Name 
Asteroidea Sea Stars 
Asterina miniata bat star 
Astrometis sertulifera fragile rainbow star 
Astropectin armatus spiny sand star 
Ceramaster patogonicus cookie star 
Dermasterias imbricata leather star 
Henricia leviuscula blood star 
Linckia columbianus fragile star 
Orthasterias koehleri rainbow star 
Pisaster brevispinus short-spined sea star 
Pisaster giganteus giant-spined sea star 
Pisaster ochraceus ochre star 
Pycnopodia helianthoides sunflower star 
Stylasterias forreri fish-eating star 
Echinoidea Sea urchins 
Centrostephanus coronatus black sea urchin 
Lytechinus anamesus white urchin 
Strongylocentrotus franciscanus red sea urchin** 
Strongylocentrotus purpuratus purple sea urchin 
Holothuroidea Sea cucumber 
Cucumaria piperata salt-and-pepper sea cucumber 
Parastichopus californicus California sea cucumber** 
Parastichopus parvimensis warty sea cucumber 
Ophiuroidea Brittle star 
Ophioplocus esmarki smooth brittle star 
Bivalvia Bivalves 
Chaceia ovoidea wart-necked piddock 
Crassedoma giganteum rock scallop** 
Parapholas californica scaleside piddock 
Cephalopoda Octopi 
Octopus bimaculoides two-spot octopus 
Gastropoda Snails and Slugs 
Aplysia californica California sea hare** 
Cadlina leuteomarginata yellow-edged cadlina 
Ceratostoma foliatum leafy hornmouth 
Cypraea spadicea chestnut cowry 
Dendrodoris sp. dendrodorid nudibranch 
Diaulula sandiegensis San Diego dorid 
Dirona albolineata white-lined dirona 
Doris montereyensis Monterey dorid 
**commercial or recreational species (CDFG 2001) 
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Table 2.2. SWATH organisms, continued. 
 

Taxa Common Name 
Gastropoda Snails and Slugs 
Flabellina iodinea Spanish shawl 
Haliotis corrugata pink abalone** 
Haliotis fulgens green abalone** 
Haliotis rufescens red abalone** 
Kelletia kelletii Kellet's whelk** 
Lithopoma undosum turban snail 
Megathura crenulata giant keyhole limpet** 
Mexichromis porterae Porter's chromodorid 
Norrisia norrisi Norris's topsnail 
Peltodoris nobilis sea lemon 
Porifera Sponge 
Craniella arb gray puffball sponge 
Tethya aurantia orange puffball sponge 
Toxadocia sp. white finger sponge 
Asidiacea Tunicate 
Styela montereyensis stalked tunicate 
**commercial or recreational species (CDFG 2001) 
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Table 2.3. Uniform Point Contact (UPC) taxonomic categories for Santa Monica Bay 
2007-2008. 
 

UPC Taxa Common Name 
Phaeophyta Brown Algae 
Brown algae erect brown algae (other) 
Cystoseira osmundacea chain-bladder kelp 
Egregia menziesii feather boa kelp 
Eisenia arborea southern sea palm 
Laminariales holdfast (alive) Laminaria holdfast 
Macrocystis holdfast (alive) giant kelp holdfast 
Other holdfast other holdfast (most likely Pterygophora) 
Pterygophora holdfast Pom-pm kelp  holdfast 
Sargassum sp. wire weed 
Chlorophyta Green Algae 
Green algae erect green algae 
Rhodophyta Red Algae 
Coralline algae -Crustose crustose coralline algae 
Coralline algae -Erect/Articulated erect coralline algae 
Red algae -Erect erect red algae 
Red algae -Turf red turf algae 
Anthophyta Flowering Plant 
Phyllospadix sp. surfgrass 
Zostera marina eelgrass 
Polychaeta Segmented worms 
Diopatra/Chaetopterus sp. ornate tube worm 
Phragmatopoma californica sand castle worm 
Sabellid/Serpulid/Spirobranchus/Eudistylia tubeworm (e.g. feather duster or Christmas tree worms) 
Salmacina tribranchiata fragile tube worm 
Tubeworm solitary tubeworm 
Tubeworm mat colonial tubeworm (e.g. Phragmatopoma or Salmacina) 
Anthozoa Anemones and Gorgonians 
Anemone anemone (Urticina sp. or Anthopleura sp.) 
Anthopleura elegantissima aggregating anemone 
Anthopleura sola solitary anemone 
Corynactis californica strawberry anemone 
Cup Coral  brown or orange cup corals 
Lophogorgia chilensis red gorgonian 
Muricea californica golden gorgonian 
Muricea fruticosa brown gorgonian 
Pachycerianthus fimbratus tube-dwelling anemone 
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Table 2.3. UPC categories, continued. 
 

UPC Taxa Common Name 
Echinodermata Stars, Urchins and Cucumbers 
Asterina miniata bat star 
Pisaster giganteus giant-spined sea star 
Centrostephanus coronatus black sea urchin 
Strongylocentrotus franciscanus red sea urchin 
Strongylocentrotus purpuratus purple sea urchin 
Parastichopus parvimensis California sea cucumber 
Brittlestars brittle star (e.g. Ophiothrix or Ophiopsilla) 
Mollusca Bivalves and Snails 
Chaceia ovoidea wart-necked piddock 
Crassedoma giganteum rock scallop 
Parapholas californica scaleside piddock 
Serpulorbis squamigerous scaled worm shell 
Others  
Sponge sponge 
Tethya aurantia orange puffball sponge 
Tunicate –Colonial compound social colonial tunicate (Pycnoclavella or Didemnum?) 
Tunicate -Solitary unidentified solitary tunicate 
Hydroid unidentified hydroid (Plumularia sp. 1 or 2) 
Bryozoan unidentified bryozoan 
Barnacle unidentified barnacle 
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2.6 Density and Habitat Metric Calculations 

By dividing the number of individuals (N) by the surface area covered on a 
transect (60 m2) the density of fishes, macroinvertebrates and algae were calculated for 
each depth zone and reef (Appendices I, II, III, VII; Figure 2.2).  Fish density was 
calculated for benthic, midwater and canopy transects.  In addition, for fishes the length 
(TL) estimates were converted to biomass using species-specific length-weight 
conversion power equations of the form: 

Wt = aTLb

Where weight (g) is calculated from the total length (TL) estimate and a and b are 
species-specific constants.  These constants were obtained from the literature, calculated 
in the laboratory or, when these two avenues were not available, adapted from the most 
similar morphological or proxy species (Table 2.4).  For some species only standard 
length (SL) to weight conversion equations were available.  In these cases, TL was 
converted to SL using the linear function:

TL = aSL + b
Where a and b are species-specific parameters of the line. Angel shars lengths and round 
stingray disc widths were converted to weight using species-specific equations (Table 
2.4).  After the length-to-weight conversions were made, biomass density was calculated 
in a similar fashion (Appendices IV-VI; Figure 2.2 and 2.3). 
 In order to describe the benthic habitat, the uniform point contact (UPC) method 
was used.  In the UPC data set, a transect begins at zero and a measurement is made 
every meter for 30 m.  Thus, there are 31 points taken on a transect.  From this data the 
percent cover for each benthic organism and habitat characteristic were calculated by 
dividing the frequency by 31.  For relief, the average of all measurements for a depth 
zone or the entire reef was reported.  Species richness was also calculated from the swath 
and fish transects individually (Table 2.6;.  Urchin measures were summarized in 10 mm 
size class bins by site and year (Tables 2.7 and 2.8).
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Table 2.4. Length to weight conversion coefficients and proxy species. 

Species a (TL) b (TL) a (SL) b (SL) 
TL-SL

(a)
TL-SL

(b) Reference/proxy 
Alloclinus holderi   0.00001 3.0512 0.8747 1.9854 VRG 
Anisotremus davidsonii 1.9649E-06 3.3922     Recfin 
Artedius corallinus   0.00004 2.7971 0.8414 1.0798 VRG 
Atherinops affinis 0.00005566 2.59     Recfin 
Atherinopsidae 0.00005566 2.59     Atherinops affinis 
Atherinopsis californiensis 9.882E-07 3.3536     Recfin 
Aulorhynchus flavidus 1.64E-08 3.95516     Syngnathus leptorhynchus* 
bait ball 0.0000032 3.15     Sardinops sagax 
Balistes polylepis 0.00000926 3.099     Rhacochilus vacca 
Brachyistius frenatus   0.000005 3.3596 0.7823 5.3443 Miller et al. 2008 
Caulolatilus princeps 0.00000304 3.22     Recfin 
Cephaloscyllium ventriosum 0.05 2.6825     VRG 
Cheilotrema saturnum 0.00001 3.056     Miller et al. 2008 
Chromis punctipinnis 0.000291 2.4964     Recfin 
Clinidae   0.000005 3.2228 0.8937 2.2527 Gibbonsia elegans 
Clinocottus analis   0.00002 2.9805 0.828 1.2904 VRG 
Cymatogaster aggregata 0.000006 3.1813     VRG 
Embiotoca jacksoni 0.000291 2.4964     Recfin 
Embiotoca lateralis 0.0000154 3.01     Recfin 
Engraulis mordax 0.0000056 2.984     Recfin 
Galeorhinus galeus 0.002673 3.29654     Ripley 1946 females 
Gibbonsia elegans   0.000005 3.2228 0.8937 2.2527 VRG 
Gibbonsia sp.   0.000005 3.2228 0.8937 2.2527 Gibbonsia elegans 
Girella nigricans 0.0000145 3.0492     Recfin 
Gobiidae sp 0.0000032 3.15     Recfin-Lepidogobius lepidus
Gymnothorax mordax 1.12E-07 3.42744     Quast 1968 
Halichoeres semicinctus 0.0000045 3.16     Recfin 
Hermosilla azurea 0.0000107 3.1025     Recfin 
Heterodontus francisci 0.00000855 3     Recfin 
Heterostichus rostratus 2.16E-07 3.62125    Recfin 
Hexagrammos decagrammus 0.000026 2.8928     Recfin 
Hyperprosopon argenteum 3.56E-07 3.717     Recfin 
Hypsurus caryi 0.0000154 3.007     Recfin 
Hypsypops rubicundus   0.000036 3.1 0.8556 1.6037 Quast 1968; TL-SL VRG 
Leiocottus hirundo 0.0000358 2.9     Recfin 
Lethops connectens   0.000006 3.2822 0.8355 0.725 Rhinogobiops nicholsii 
Lythrypnus dalli   0.00002 2.9624 0.8744 1.379 VRG 
Medialuna californiensis 0.0000737 2.7338     Recfin 
Micrometrus minimus 0.000004 3.3527     VRG 
Myliobatis californica 0.0000082 3.096     Martin and Cailliet, 1988 
Ophiodon elongatus 0.0000116 2.99     Recfin 
Orthonopias triacis   0.00007 2.6479 0.8081 0.0774 VRG 
Oxyjulis californica 0.0000045 3.16     Recfin 
Oxylebius pictus 1.8155E-06 3.384     DeMartini and Anderson, 1980 
Paralabrax clathratus 0.00000272 3.27     Recfin 
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Table 2.4. Length-weight coefficients, continued. 

Species a (TL) b (TL) a (SL) b (SL) 
TL-SL

(a)
TL-SL

(b) Reference/proxy 
Paralabrax nebulifer 0.00000684 3.1128     Recfin 
Paralichthys californicus 0.00000849 3.033     Recfin 
Phanerodon atripes 0.0000137 2.98     Recfin 
Phanerodon furcatus 0.0000137 2.978     Recfin 
Rathbunella alleni   0.00003 2.7544 0.9105 3.9959 VRG 
Rhacochilus toxotes 0.0000322 2.9084     Recfin 
Rhacochilus vacca 0.00000926 3.099     Recfin 
Rhinogobiops nicholsii   0.000006 3.2822 0.8355 0.725 VRG 
Sarda chiliensis 0.00000763 3.0896     Recfin 
Sardinops sagax 0.0000032 3.15     Recfin 
Scomber japonicus 0.00000137 3.3936     Recfin 
Scorpaena guttata 0.0000141 3.063     Recfin 
Scorpaenichthys marmoratus 0.0000882 2.7203     Recfin 
Scorpaenodes xyris 0.0000141 3.063     Recfin 
Sebastes atrovirens 0.0000328 2.862     Recfin 
Sebastes auriculatus 0.000026 2.9336     Recfin 
Sebastes carnatus 0.0000205 2.9573     Recfin 
Sebastes caurinus 0.0000165 3.018     Recfin 
Sebastes chrysomelas 0.00000446 3.2565     Recfin 
Sebastes dalli 0.00000443 3.182     Recfin 
Sebastes juv.-brown complex 0.0000328 2.862     Sebastes atrovirens 
Sebastes miniatus 0.0000268 2.9165     Recfin 
Sebastes mystinus 0.0000162 2.9884     Recfin 
Sebastes paucispinus 0.00000583 3.0941     Recfin 
Sebastes rastrelliger 0.00000576 3.235     Recfin 
Sebastes serranoides 0.00000521 3.1541     Recfin 
Sebastes serranoides/flavidus 0.00000521 3.1541     Sebastes serranoides 
Sebastes serriceps 0.012404 1.89     Recfin 
Sebastes sp. 0.00000443 3.182     Sebastes semicinctus 
Sebastes umbrosus 0.0000058 3.1969     Recfin 
Semicossyphus pulcher 0.0000295 2.9066     Recfin 
Sphyraena argentea 0.00000412 2.983     Recfin 
Squatina californica 1.33-0.00831*TL+0.0000152*TL^2 Natanson 1984 
Stereolepis gigas 0.0000259 2.9616     Recfin 
Trachurus symmetricus 0.00000331 3.2232     Recfin 
Triakis semifasciata 0.0000209 2.88     Recfin 
Urobatis halleri 10^(3.0754*LOG(DW)-4.385 Hoisington and Lowe 2005 
Xenistius californiensis 0.0000107 2.91     Recfin 
*used two decimal place adjustment Syngnathus leptorhynchus from Quast 1968  
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Table 2.5. Abundance, species richness (R), Shannon Wiener Diversity (H’), density 
(#/100 m2), biomass (g/100 m2) for fishes by transect depth (bottom, midwater or canopy) 
and invertebrates and algae (SWATH) by major reef area for Santa Monica Bay (2007-
2008).  Fish metrics from Bight ’08 for reefs outside of the study area are also provided 
(# = replicates).

  Fish Inverts and algae
  Total Bottom Midwater Canopy     
station Abund R H' Density Bio # Density Bio # Density Bio # Abund R H' 
Cojo 179 11 1.83 4.38 3.61 24 0 0 24 10.28 0.11 24     
Naples 464 23 1.93 23.14 87.91 24 4.79 1.65 24 5.42 0.16 4     
Lead Better Beach 109 5 0.63 19.73 1.37 8 4.25 0.99 8 0 0 8     
Carp Reef 93 3 0.12 29.58 0.61 4 4.58 0.41 4 0 0 4     
Deep Hole 3047 30 1.91 32.32 10.26 32 79.95 4.78 28 41.22 0.88 24 815 19 1.84
Leo Carillo 2194 33 2.19 30.46 11.85 33 27.15 4.20 28 52.92 0.63 31 2774 34 2.46
Nicholas Canyon 3333 29 2.23 52.20 24.42 24 49.68 6.95 24 57.18 1.66 24 1777 28 2.38
Encinal Canyon 1210 27 2.05 40.19 11.97 24 14.61 7.91 16 19.24 0.44 24 1340 26 2.27
Point Dume 3612 30 1.78 180.13 34.00 24 52.94 1.30 12     984 23 2.00
Little Dume 2182 28 1.40 58.26 13.20 36 32.04 3.37 32 17.67 0.10 20 3076 36 2.70
Escondido 1087 16 1.55 16.31 7.26 24 19.38 1.74 24 36.25 0.22 24 1504 24 2.43
Big Rock 982 15 1.65 134.83 52.81 4 142.92 3.56 4 92.08 0.54 4 425 12 1.64
Flat Rock 1823 23 1.99 29.99 9.65 32 10.41 3.90 24 43.01 1.59 32 1446 38 2.49
Ridges 1959 31 2.05 23.79 12.65 48 22.65 4.12 48 41.22 0.08 16 3261 35 2.26
Rocky Point 3453 34 1.85 71.05 19.62 48 27.83 2.87 48 14.57 11.87 16 2794 40 2.59
Resort Point 1374 24 2.10 19.90 7.97 24 25.06 7.93 24 61.33 4.35 20 1272 32 2.20
Point Vicente 3079 30 1.67 54.56 12.24 40 48.04 6.66 36 3.75 0.06 4 7247 34 1.76
Long Point 1161 18 1.04 38.00 9.43 20 44.58 2.70 20     2417 25 2.44
Bunker Point 1412 19 1.63 113.69 15.74 12 28.84 2.10 8 9.31 0.17 12 1281 26 2.18
3 Palms 1314 23 1.59 22.87 9.14 32 42.16 2.80 24 11.03 0.34 26 2466 26 2.14
Whites Point 1353 22 1.63 41.74 12.47 24 39.87 2.55 24 10.97 0.10 12 2319 33 2.47
Point Fermin 795 22 2.38 22.20 8.15 24 12.02 1.75 24 37.50 0.16 12 2261 31 2.70
Horseshoe Kelp 2537 15 0.94 345.64 27.83 8             
Crystal Cove 582 9 1.47 69.20 40.28 8 15.57 1.07 8         
Little Corona 662 12 1.61 36.54 19.51 9 10.37 2.71 9         
Laguna 768 8 1.14 124.92 14.44 9 3.33 1.10 9         
Barn Kelp 87 9 1.33 11.30 6.60 9 1.11 0.72 9         
Point La Jolla 121 11 1.47 10.39 7.30 11 1.52 2.55 11         
Point Loma 290 11 1.39 13.90 4.41 22 4.02 1.04 21             

total: 41262 69 2.28                   39459 78 2.82
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Table 2.6.  Reef classification characteristics (UPC) including average relief (m) and 
percent cover. 
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Deep Hole 0.10 0.00% 5.65% 24.19% 54.84% 15.32% 0.00% 0.00%
Leo Carillo 0.70 1.81% 23.99% 2.82% 38.71% 32.26% 0.40% 0.00%
Nicholas Canyon 0.67 11.02% 15.59% 2.15% 33.60% 37.63% 0.00% 0.00%
Encinal Canyon 0.56 1.34% 32.80% 2.42% 30.65% 32.53% 0.00% 0.27%
Point Dume 0.51 4.03% 19.35% 7.26% 54.03% 15.32% 0.00% 0.00%
Little Dume 0.65 4.30% 23.66% 2.51% 49.64% 19.89% 0.00% 0.00%
Escondido 0.75 5.38% 13.71% 17.20% 36.02% 27.69% 0.00% 0.00%
Big Rock 1.00 0.00% 19.35% 1.61% 25.81% 53.23% 0.00% 0.00%
Flat Rock 0.59 4.84% 26.41% 2.82% 56.85% 9.07% 0.00% 0.00%
Ridges 0.71 4.30% 18.01% 4.17% 65.46% 8.06% 0.00% 0.00%
Rocky Point 0.51 9.81% 13.17% 6.45% 64.78% 5.78% 0.00% 0.00%
Resort Point 0.79 2.82% 7.66% 4.44% 70.56% 14.52% 0.00% 0.00%
Point Vicente 1.25 8.23% 3.71% 4.35% 60.00% 23.71% 0.00% 0.00%
Long Point 1.65 1.29% 6.45% 7.42% 63.87% 20.97% 0.00% 0.00%
Bunker Point 1.20 8.06% 8.60% 9.68% 53.76% 19.89% 0.00% 0.00%
Three Palms 0.62 10.69% 11.49% 7.66% 61.69% 8.47% 0.00% 0.00%
Whites Point 0.72 12.63% 18.82% 0.81% 58.60% 9.14% 0.00% 0.00%
Point Fermin 0.94 5.38% 11.83% 7.53% 54.57% 20.70% 0.00% 0.00%
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Table 2.7. Frequency of red urchin test diameters (mm) for Santa Monica Bay 2007-
2008.  
 

Red Urchins Test Diameter (mm) 
Site 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 110 120 
Deep Hole 2007   1 11 24 29 19 10 6    
Deep Hole 2008 1 7 17 3 29 30 9 3  1   
Leo Carillo 2007   7 8 9 19 21 14 12 7 2 1 
Leo Carillo 2008  4 9 12 20 24 15 9 4 2 1  
Nicholas Canyon 2007  2 2 5 13 8 15 21 20 11 1  
Nicholas Canyon 2008 1  4 3 2 3 11 16 5 1   
El Matador 2007   4 7 7 11 15 25 29 2   
Escondido 2007   3 6 18 34 25 13 1    
Escondido 2008 1 3 15 12 6 12 22 14 3 1   
Point Dume 2007    1 11 35 28 10 9 1   
Little Dume 2007   2 17 12 16 26 20 6 1   
Little Dume 2008 2 7 2  2 5 12 18 2    
Big Rock 2008 2  1 1  4 5 8 20 16 5 1 
Flat Rock 2007   2 7 6 14 12 15 25 10 2  
Ridges 2007      4 27 49 14 5   
Ridges 2008   3 5 5 11 19 29 17 17 10 2 
Rocky Point 2007      6 46 36 8 3 1  
Resort Point 2008  12 11 13 31 41 26 16 12 7 2  
Point Vicente 2007  2 6 22 12 7 14 26 10 1   
Long Point 2007  1 13 12 17 17 15 14 10 1   
Bunker Point 2007  1   4 7 8 13 16 4   
Three Palms 2007   1  1 4 8 15 25 16 1  
Three Palms 2008          1   
Whites Point 2008  1 3  1 2 4 10 6 5   
Point Fermin 2008 3 7 4 2 2 5 6 6 9 4 1  
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Table 2.8. Frequency of purple urchin test diameters (mm) for Santa Monica Bay 2007-
2008. 
 

Purple Urchins Test Diameter (mm) 
Site 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80
Deep Hole 2007   6 54 32 8    
Deep Hole 2008 2 22 27 31 17 2    
Leo Carillo 2007   7 24 28 29 10 2  
Leo Carillo 2008  6 17 46 20 8 2   
Nicholas Canyon 2007    3 14 18 3   
Nicholas Canyon 2008   16 14 22 27 14 5  
El Matador 2007  1 1 5 18 37 11   
Point Dume 2007   2 7 41 42 8   
Little Dume 2007   3 20 39 31 7   
Little Dume 2008     1     
Escondido 2007   6 36 30 8 1   
Escondido 2008  2 14 34 21 9 8   
Big Rock 2008    2 3 2 2   
Flat Rock 2007    1 6 5 1   
Ridges 2007    1 1     
Ridges 2008  9 15 21 18 34 9 2  
Rocky Point 2007   1 5 52 39 3   
Resort Point 2008   4 69 156 9    
Point Vicente 2007  2 64 31 3     
Long Point 2007   2 46 46 5 1   
Bunker Point 2007    4 17 31 20 5 1 
Three Palms 2007    2 6 7 5 2  
Three Palms 2008     1 3 1   
Whites Point 2008   2 5 7 14 11 3  
Point Fermin 2008   1 4 12 5 19 26 8   

477



Nearshore Rocky Reefs of Santa Monica Bay 

Vantuna Research Group 29

Figure 2.2 Fish Density (#/100 m2) and biomass (g/100m2) for reefs in Santa Monica 
Bay.  Point Dume and Long Point did not have kelp canopy at the time of these surveys. 
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Figure 2.3.  Fish and Invertebrate/Algal diversity metrics, Shannon Wiener H’ and 
Species Richness for the reefs of Santa Monica Bay. 
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3. Areas of Special Biological Significance (ASBS’s) and proposed Marine Protected 
Areas (MPAs) baseline studies 
 
 There is a single Area of Special Biological Significance in the study region; it 
extends from Point Mugu to Escondido (Figure 3.1).  We completed 32 surveys within 
the Malibu ASBS.  Sampling locations included Deep Hole, El Matador, Leo Carillo, 
Encinal Canyon, Nicholas Canyon, Lechuza, Point Dume, Little Dume, and Escondido 
Beach.  The majority of reef habitat (in blue outline) in this ASBS (in yellow outline) is 
in Santa Monica Bay and was extensively sampled.  Data for these station and depth 
zones are contained in Appendices (I-VIII).  The status of all ASBS for the region is 
being evaluated in the SCCWRP’ Bight ’08 Rocky Reef Program (see Appendix IX). 
 The Marine Life Protection Act’s Blue Ribbon task force has forwarded two 
marine protected areas for the South Coast Integrated preferred alternative in this study 
region (Figures 3.2 and 3.3).  Each of these includes a State Marine Reserve coupled with 
a State Marine Conservation Area.  The Point Vicente State Marine Reserve and the 
Abalone Cove State Marine Conservation Area (15 surveys) are found at the center of the 
Palos Verdes Peninsula.  For the Malibu coastline, these are the Point Dume State Marine 
Reserve and the Lechuza State Marine Conservation Area (15 surveys).  The final ruling 
on these reserves will take place in 2010.  At that point, an integrative evaluation and 
monitoring plan needs to be developed.  This should include, at a minimum, the 
continued time series monitoring and identification of the appropriate reference sites.   
 
Figure 3.1. Locations of stations completed within the Malibu ASBS during the 2007 
(yellow)-2008 (red) field seasons. Nearshore reefs are outlined in blue.   
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Figure 3.2. The South Coast Integrated Preferred Alternative (inset) for the Palos Verdes 
Peninsula. Kelp beds are in green and nearshore reefs are in brown.  The Point Vicente 
State Marine Reserve is in pink and the Abalone Cove State Marine Conservation Area is 
in blue. The 2007 (yellow) and 2008 (red) field seasons sampling stations 
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Figure 3.3 Overlain on the South Coast Integrated preferred alternative for the Malibu 
Coast are the 2007 (yellow) and 2008 (red) field seasons sampling stations. Nearshore 
reefs are in are outlined in blue.  The Point Dume State Marine Reserve is in red and the 
Lechuza State Marine Conservation Area is in blue. 
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4.1  Commercial and Recreation Fishing 
 Eight of the reef invertebrates are of economic importance.  Pink, green and red 
abalone are completely protected with fisheries closure.  These abalones are extremely 
rare in Santa Monica Bay due to overfishing in the past.  Similarly, rock scallops are 
found in low numbers, but they are still taken recreationally.  Giant keyhole limpets, 
studied for medicinal properties, are taken by scientific collectors, and are an emerging 
fishery in Southern California.  Scientific collectors also collect sea hares for 
neurological studies.  The two most important invertebrate fisheries for these nearshore 
reefs remaining at this time are spiny lobster and red urchin (Table 2.5).  Both of these 
fisheries appear quite viable at this time.  We have observed a marked increase in 
hoopnetters targeting lobster in the past few years.  This could be a significant problem, 
most of Santa Monica Bay is already closed to commercial lobstering, but recreational 
fishing remains allowed.  This huge commercial closure likely provides a significant 
contribution to the continued success of the recreational fishery of this species.  
Theoretically, reducing this stock could negatively impact the commercial and 
recreational fishery by reducing the adult spawning population. 
 Nearly half of the fishes surveyed (Table 2.1) are important components of the 
commercial and recreational fisheries. A number of the others are taken when conditions 
are poor (i.e. blacksmith) and/or are taken extensively by pier fishers (ex. topsmelt, 
jacksmelt, shiner perch etc.)  Nearly every large fish is targeted at some level.  Fishes are 
targeted in every conceivable mode (from piers, beaches, jetties, bluffs, kayakers, 
recreational boaters, commercial traps, spearfishers, and commercial passenger fishing 
vessels [CPFVs]).  The recreational boaters and CPFVs originate primarily at King 
Harbor and Marina del Rey.  Recreational and CPFVs also originate from the Port of Los 
Angeles and Long Beach to the south, and Port Hueneme to the north.  Clearly, the most 
fished stretch of coastline is from Malaga to Rocky Point, the northwest portion of the 
Palos Verdes Peninsula.  The reason for this is the proximity to port (King Harbor), and 
the abundant reef and kelp habitat.  Rocky Point is the largest reef and has the most 
persistent kelp in the Bay.  Fishing regulations are by species and usually are in the form 
of daily bag limits with some seasonal closures.  However, there are no quotas on any 
species landed in the Bay; as such, there is no overall limit to the take of reef fishes (or 
invertebrates) in Santa Monica Bay. 
 Considering the scale and magnitude of these various fishing modes, it is difficult 
to imagine that fishing does not influence fish populations on all of the reefs in the Bay.  
Some effects appear to be localized, as the most targeted nearshore rocky reef fish, kelp 
bass, shows an appreciable reduction in density with proximity to King Harbor (Figure 
4.2).  California sheephead, which are targeted by both recreational and commercial 
fishers, have a variable yet low density (~2 per 100m2; Pondella et al. 2005) throughout 
the Bay.  This variation among reefs in the Bay: appeared to be best explained by the 
presence of high relief reefs (Table 2.6).  These types of reefs offer optimal spawning and 
refuge habitat.  With the exception of Rocky Point, Ridges and Whites Point, all of the 
‘points’ (i.e. high relief reefs) harbor the highest densities of sheephead (Figure 4.1).  The 
low densities at these reefs are likely due to fishing pressure. Finally, barred sand bass 
have low densities throughout the region when compared to the distant stretches of 
Malibu (Figure 4.3). Recreational fishing needs to be more effectively managed in Santa 
Monica Bay. 
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Figure 4.1. Kelp bass density (#/100 m2; ± 1 S.E.) by reef.  Reefs easily accessible to 
King Harbor are circled in red. 
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Figure 4.2.  California sheephead density (#/100m2) in Santa Monica Bay.   
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Figure 4.3. Barred Sand Bass density (#/100 m2; ± 1 S.E.) by reef. 
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5. Habitat quality of the San Monica Bay reefs, with comparisons to mainland reefs 
throughout the Southern California Bight  
 

This is an extremely complex question as various anthropogenic stressors factors 
affect reefs along the coast of the Southern California Bight.  These include: pollution, 
consequences of sedimentation (turbidity, scour and burial), overfishing, and in some 
instances urchin barrens.  Further complicating any assessment of reefs is the natural 
variation among reefs.  Reefs vary based upon biogeographic region (Oregonian vs San 
Diegan), size, depth strata, presence of giant kelp, relief and complexity.  In addition, 
positive anthropogenic factors are acting in concert with these stressors.  These include: 
restoration projects, marine protected areas (MPAs), fishing closures, reduction of point 
source pollution and Areas of Special Biological Significance (ASBS’s).  There is a 
consensus among stakeholders that a systematic assessment tool of reef health would 
enable stronger management of this critical nearshore ecosystem. 
 In order to begin to address this problem, we surveyed 29 mainland reefs 
spanning the entire Southern California Bight (Pt. Loma to Cojo); 18 of these reefs were 
in Santa Monica Bay (Deep Hole to Pt. Fermin).  At all sites the CRANE protocol was 
used (Section II, Appendix IX).  While the Bight ’08 Rocky Reef project is still in 
progress, all of the reef fish data for the mainland were synthesized.  The biological and 
habitat characteristics of these reefs are presented in Appendix VII and VIII. 
 Considering the great amount of variation in reef communities within this region, 
a habitat value model (Bond et al. 1999) was used to complete this comparison.  This is a 
three parameter model where fish assemblages are quantified based upon feeding guilds 
(Table 4.1) using mean size (TL) (as a surrogate for biomass), density (D: per hectare), 
and fidelity (F).  Fidelity is defined as the frequency of occurrence of a guild on a reef 
per sampling period, scaled as a proportion from 0-1.  The three parameters are treated 
equally such that for each guild, the guild value is the square root of the product of the 
three parameters. The habitat value (HV) is the sum of the guild values as follows: 
 

DFTLmeanHV **)(1

24∑=  
 
Thus, the model incorporates trophic levels (feeding guilds), a diversity factor (# of 
guilds), density, size and fidelity.  One new guild was added to the model for Giant 
Seabass, Stereolepis gigas (macrocarnivore; Guild 24; Table 4.1). 
 A habitat value was calculated for each CRANE depth zone sampled in the survey 
and then summed across all depth zones for each site.  Bottom transects were completed 
at all reef strata, mid depth densities were scaled to the depth of the water, and canopy 
transects were included when the canopy was present.  Total lengths of fishes were those 
estimated in the field.  Density was calculated as an area estimate of fishes by summing 
the density at the three sampling levels (bottom, mid depth and canopy) per depth zone 
(inner, middle, outer, deep).  Fidelity was calculated as the frequency of occurrence of a 
guild in each CRANE depth zone overall all sampling occasions. 

The habitat values ranged considerably throughout the bight (Table 4.2) from a 
low of 348 at Carp Reef, Santa Barbara to a high at Point Dume, Malibu (10,076).  Eight 
of the top ten reefs were in the Santa Monica Bay.  These habitat values were scaled to 
color and integrated as a layer in GIS for the Bay (Figures 5.1-5.3).  There was 
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considerable variation in habitat quality in the Bay.  The most informative region, only 
because it is the most studied, is the Palos Verdes Peninsula (Figure 5.3).  Point Fermin 
to 3 Palms has the poorest habitat quality in spite of persistent kelp in this area.  There is 
adequate light to support kelp, which gives a false sense that the ecosystem below is 
healthy.  This area is still under the chronic stress of sedimentation, scour and turbidity 
historically from the Portuguese Landslide (Kayen et al. 2002; Figure 5.4) and more 
recently from the Trump National Golf Course landslide on Bunker Point in 1999.  There 
is also significant sedimentation and turbidity proximate to all the large storm drains.  
This stretch of coastline has the highest percentage of bare rock (Table 5.2); this may be a 
consequence of scour, but is certainly an indication of deleterious effects of the turbidity.  
Of greater concern is the ongoing burial of rocky reefs in this region (Figure 5.5).  
Similar processes are ongoing along the Malibu coastline.  Buried algae were observed at 
Little Dume and a significant amount of bare rock was observed at Nicholas Canyon 
(Table 5.2).  The loss and degradation of our nearshore reefs due to sedimentation and 
turbidity appears to be the most significant anthropogenic problem at this time.  The 
LACSD has done turbidity measurements in this region and this information should be 
included in future assessments. 

High quality reefs found in this typically have a variety of subhabitats (i.e. high 
and low relief, deep reef, kelp, surfgrass etc.).  Rocky Point is a primary example of a 
reef that contains such a complex ecosystem.  It has high and low relief rocky reefs with 
an occasional sand channel providing a variety of ecotones.  Rocky Point also supports a 
persistent kelp bed even on the poorest kelp years.  A crop of understory algae, turf algae 
and encrusting invertebrates are ubiquitous and persistent.  There are also significant 
stands of surfgrass.  Despite of being obviously overfished, this type of reef supports a 
high diversity and richness of non-target species.   
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Table 5.3. Fish guilds found along the Southern California Mainland Reefs 2007-2008. 
 

guild Description and Species 
1 water column foragers, schooling, filter feeding 
 Sardinops sagax 
3 water column, nocturnal 
 Hyperprosopon argenteum 
4 water column, benthic foragers, schooling, diurnal herbivores 
 Atherinops affinis 
 Atherinopsidae 
5 substrate associated, water column foragers, selective feeding, usually benthic refugers, diurnal 
 Aulorhynchus flavidus 
 Chromis punctipinnis 
 Sebastes juv-brown complex 
 Sebastes miniatus 
 Sebastes mystinus 
 Sebastes umbrosus 
6 Substrate associated, nocturnal visual 
 Sebastes serranoides 
 Sebastes serranoides/flavidus 

8 
substrate associated, water column foragers, benthic foragers, schooling, often benthic refuging, 
diurnal, pickers 

 Brachyistius frenatus 
 Cymatogaster aggregata 
 Oxyjulis californica 
9 substrate associated, non-schooling, diurnal, engulfers 
 Caulolatilus princeps 
 Heterostichus rostratus 
 Paralabrax clathratus 
 Paralabrax nebulifer 

10 substrate associated, nocturnal 
 Cephaloscyllium ventriosum 
 Gymnothorax mordax 
 Scorpaena guttata 
 Sebastes atrovirens 
 Sebastes auriculatus 
 Sebastes carnatus 
 Sebastes chrysomelas 
 Sebastes dalli 
 Sebastes rastrelliger 
 Sebastes serriceps 

11 substrate associated, benthic foragers, schooling/nonscholloing, diurnal generalists 
 Embiotoca jacksoni 
 Hypsurus caryi 
 Hypsypops rubicundus 
 Micrometrus minimus 
 Phanerodon atripes 
 Phanerodon furcatus 
 Sebastes caurinus 
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Table 5.3. Fish guilds, continued. 
 

12 substrate associated crushers 
 Balistes polylepis 
 Halichoeres semicinctus 
 Heterodontus francisci 
 Myliobatis californica 
 Rhacochilus vacca 
 Semicossyphus pulcher 

13 substrate associated herbivores 
 Girella nigricans 
 Hermosilla azurea 
 Medialuna californiensis 

14 substrate associated, nocturnal generalists 
 Anisotremus davidsonii 
 Cheilotrema saturnum 
 Rhacochilus toxotes 

16 substrate associated, water column/benthic foragers, mesocarnivores 
 Ophiodon elongatus 
 Paralichthys californicus 
 Scorpaenichthys marmoratus 
 Squatina californica 

17 substrate associated, substrate sitters, microcarnivores, diurnal 
 Hexagrammos decagrammus 
 Oxylebius pictus 

19 substrate associated, hiders (in holes and crevices), diurnal 
 Clinocottus analis 
 Gobiidae 
 Lythrypnus dalli 
 Rhinogobiops nicholsii 

20 substrate associated, benthic foragers, pickers and scrapers, diurnal 
 Alloclinus holderi 
 Gibbonsia elegans 
 Rathbunella alleni 

22 substrate associated, diggers and extractors 
 Leiocottus hirundo 
 Urobatis halleri 

23 water column, pelagic mesocarnivores 
 Atherinopsis californiensis 
 Galeorhinus galeus 
 Sebastes paucispinus 
 Sphyraena argentea 
 Trachurus symmetricus 

24 macrocarnivore 
 Stereolepis gigas 
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Table 5.4. Habitat values based on fish guilds for the mainland reefs of Southern 
California Bight.  
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1     754  373  1658       
2     75 173 190 11  87 257  216 224 53 
3 252        661  17     
4 179 142   404 289 392  1625    127   
5  23 50 211 483 297 566 127 95 258  224 554 335 1083
6 175 709   84 108 49 20 887 58    18 50 
8  294 298 254 970 1082 1165 810 807 810 520 537 863 454 1415
9 43 152   445 633 1010 545 364 453 453 253 351 249 601 
10 186 301   196 285 282 212 870 170 30 102  107 126 
11 49 335   412 532 446 449 883 323 130 478 506 268 393 
12    52 356 346 283 341 1019 428 142 299 438 421 706 
13     169 137 33 145 512 213  941 176 257 615 
14  42   147 36 49 160 155 202  822 78 37 302 
16 52 206   32 47   300 29      
17     89 38 50 40 71 18  54 19 137 134 
19     76 40 56   20   31 253 301 
20  27           88  47 
22  35        32      
23     327 556 381 363  147 65  260 891 314 
24       57  171       

Total 936 2266 348 517 5020 4601 5383 3223 10076 3249 1614 3709 3707 3650 6140
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Table 5.4. Habitat values, continued. 
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11 230 658 729 646 424 745 308 174 1178 901 622 271 362 241 
12 378 1038 923 512 459 215 354 675 945 1145 810 451 448 327 
13 1183 498 405 102 199 300 450 51 547      
14  175 195 169  70 46 209       
16  268 175  59 65  166       
17 144 267 135 66 46  30 103       
19 171 308 70 54   93 103       
20               
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23 335 132  1243 46 19 118        
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Total 4185 7078 7238 5795 3511 2878 3147 4490 6064 4888 3792 1952 2312 1738
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Figure 5.1. Guild values for Pt. Dume-Escondido. 
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Figure 5.2.  Guild Values for Malibu, Deep Hole to Zuma Beach. 
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Figure 5.3.  Guild values for the Palos Verdes Peninsula. 
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Figure 5.4. Example of turbidity plume from the Portuguese Bend Landslide. 
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Figure 5.5.  Examples of buried reef at Bunker Point (above), October 22, 2008 and 
Whites Point (below), June 3, 2009. 
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6. Research and Monitoring Program of Rocky-Reefs in Santa Monica Bay 
 

Continuation of this program allows for both regional, spatial comparisons as well 
as time series analyses.  For long-term trend design, this sampling design should be 
conducted at least annually at fixed sites throughout the Bay chosen from the major reef 
areas (Table 6.1).  Of these reefs, Point Vicente, Rocky Point, and Little Dume were 
surveyed in the 2003-2004 sampling season; thus, offering the best long-term time series.  
For marine protected areas, the standard monitoring protocol is to conduct a ‘full’ 
CRANE/PISCO method (i.e. two sampling cells) annually within each MPA.  
Appropriate outside reserve monitoring with the same effort will need to be completed.   

 
 
Table 6.1.  Major reefs areas, proposed MPA areas and number of CRANE sampling 
cells to optimally research and monitor Santa Monica Bay. 
 
  Major Reef Areas MPA ? Annual CRANE Cell 
Deer Creek    
Deep Hole X  1 
Leo Carrillo X  1 
Nicholas Canyon  X  1 
Encinal Canyon X X 2 
Point Dume X X 2 
Little Dume X X 2 
Escondido  X  1 
Malibu Point    
Big Rock    
Topanga    
Flat Rock X  1 
Ridges X  1 
Rocky Point X  1 
Resort Point X  1 
Point Vicente X X 2 
Long Point X X 2 
Abalone Cove X X 2 
Bunker Point X  1 
Three Palms X  1 
White's Point X  1 
Point Fermin X   1 
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In addition to continued data collection, the following research and management 
objectives need to be achieved: 
 

• Coordinated data flow of surveys and annual reporting among VRG, LACSD, and 
SMBK. 

• Continued research development of reef integrity index 
• Integration of various other data layers (i.e. kelp canopy, turbidity and light 

penetration, sand nourishment, fishing pressure, sedimentation etc.) into the meta-
analyses.  

• Detailed description of MPAs and appropriate reference sites. 
• Continued integration with all bight-wide and state-wide monitoring programs. 
• Biological assessment of artificial reefs and shipwrecks in the Bay.  

499



Nearshore Rocky Reefs of Santa Monica Bay 

Vantuna Research Group 51

7.  LITERATURE CITED 
California Coastkeeper Alliance. 2005. State of the Kelp, Giant Kelp Restoration Project 

2001-2004. 28 p. 
CDFG. 2001.  California’s Living Marine Resources: A Status Report.  California 

Department of Fish and Game. 
Claudet, J. D. Pelletier, J. –Y Jouvenel, F. Bachet, R. Galzin.  2006.  Assessing the 

effects of marine protected area (MPA) on a reef fish assemblage in a 
northwestern Mediterranean marine reserve:  Identifying community-based 
indicators.  Biological Conservation 1430(2006) 349-369. 

Emery, K. O.  1960.  The Sea off Southern California.  John Wiley & Sons, Inc., New 
York, New York.  366 p. 

Froeschke, J. T., L. G. Allen, and D. J. Pondella, II.  The fish assemblages inside and 
outside of a marine reserve in Southern California.  Bulletin of the Southern 
California Academy of Sciences 105(3) 128-142. 

Kayen, R.E., H.J Lee, J.R.Hein. 2002. Influence of the Portuguese Bend Landslide on the 
character of the effluent-affected sediment deposit, Palos Verdes margin, southern 
California. Continental Shelf Research. 22 pgs 911-922. 

Kelner, J., J. Christensen, R. Clark, C. Caldow and M. Coyne.  2005.  Physical and 
Oceanographic Setting.  Chapter 2, In: A Biogeographic Assessment of the 
Channel Islands National Marine Sanctuary (Randy Clark, John Christensen, 
Chris Caldow, Jim Allen, Michael Murray and Sara MacWilliams editors)  pp 89-
134.  NOAA Technical Memorandum NOS NCCOS 21. 

Los Angeles County Sanitation District (LACSD). 2002. Annual Report, 2001 Palos 
Verdes Ocean Monitoring. July. 

Pondella, D. J., II and J. S. Stephens, Jr.  1994.  Factors affecting the abundance of 
juvenile fish species on a temperate artificial reef.  Bulletin of Marine Science, 55 
(2-3):1216-1223. 

Pondella, D. J. II, P. Morris and J. Stephens, Jr. and N. Davis Marine Biological Surveys 
of the Coastal Zone off the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.  U.S. Corps of 
Engineers.  1996. 85 p. 

Pondella, D. J. II and J. Stephens, Jr.  Habitat Evaluation for Proposed Alternatives 1 and 
2, Portuguese Bend, Rancho Palos Verdes, CA.  U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.  
1998.  12 p. 

Pondella, Daniel J., II, and Larry G. Allen.  2000.  The nearshore fish assemblage of 
Santa Catalina Island. In The Proceedings of the Fifth California Islands 
Symposium, David R. Browne, Kathryn L. Mitchell and Henry W. Chaney 
editors.  Santa Barbara Museum of Natural History, Santa Barbara, California: 
394-400. 

Pondella, Daniel J., II, John S. Stephens, Jr. and Matthew T. Craig.  2002.  Fish 
production of a temperate artificial reef based upon the density of embiotocids 
(Teleostei: Perciformes).  ICES Journal of Marine Science 59: S88-93. 

Pondella, D. J., II, B. E. Gintert, J. R. Cobb, and L. G. Allen.  2005.  Biogeography of the 
nearshore rocky-reef fishes at the southern and Baja California islands.  Journal of 
Biogeography 32: 187-201. 

Pondella, II, Daniel J., Larry G. Allen, Matthew T. Craig and Brooke Gintert.  2006.  
Evaluation of eelgrass mitigation and fishery enhancement structures in San 

500



Nearshore Rocky Reefs of Santa Monica Bay 

Vantuna Research Group 52

Diego Bay, California.  Bulletin of Marine Science 78(1): 115-131. 
Froeschke, J. T. and D. J. Pondella, II. 2006.  Long-term monitoring of fishes on an 

artificial fishing reef.  A report to the Port of Los Angeles. 55 p. 
Santa Monica Bay Restoration Ccommission. 2007.  Comprehensive Monitoring Program 

for Santa Monica Bay.  84 p. 
Shuman, C. S., R. Foster, and C. Dawson.  2006.  Reef Check California instruction 

Manual:  A Guide to Rocky Reef Monitoring.  82 p. 
Stephens, Jr., J. S. and K. Zerba. 1981. Factors affecting fish diversity on a temperate reef. 

Environmental Biology of Fishes, 6:111-121. 
Stephens, Jr., J. S., Morris, P. A., Zerba, K. E., and Love, M. 1984. Factors affecting fish 

diversity on a temperate reef II: the fish assemblage of Palos Verdes Point, 1974-
1981. Environmental Biology of Fishes, 11: 259-275. 

Stephens, Jr., J. S., Jordan, G. A., Morris, P. A., Singer, M., and McGowen, G. E. 1986. 
Can we relate larval fish abundance to recruitment or population stability: a 
preliminary analysis of recruitment to a temperate rocky reef. California 
Cooperative Oceanic Fisheries Investigations Reports 27: 65-83.  

Stephens, J. S., Jr., Morris, P. A., Pondella, D. J., Koonce, T. A., and Jordan, G. A. 1994. 
Overview of the dynamics of an urban artificial reef assemblage at King Harbor, 
California, USA, 1974-91: a recruitment driven system. Bulletin of Marine 
Science, 55 (2-3): 1224-1239. 

Stephens, J., Jr., D. J. Pondella, II, and P. Morris.  Habitat Value Determination of the 
Coastal Zone off the City of Rancho Palos Verdes Based on Habitat-specific 
Assemblage Data.  U.S. Corps of Engineers.  1996.  27 p. 

Stephens, Jr., John S. and Daniel J. Pondella, II.  2002.  Larval productivity of a mature 
artificial reef: the ichthyoplankton of King Harbor, California, 1974-1997.  ICES 
Journal of Marine Science 59: S51-58. 

Stephens, John S., Jr., Ralph Larson and Daniel J. Pondella, II.  2006. Rocky Reefs and 
Kelp Beds.  Chapter 9 In The Ecology of Marine Fishes: California and Adjacent 
Waters (L. G. Allen, D. J. Pondella, II, and M. Horn, editors) pp. 227-252. 
University of California Press, Los Angeles. 

Tenera Environmental.  2006.  Compilation and analysis of CIAP nearshore survey data.  
California Department of Fish and Game. 80 p. 

Terry, C., and J. S. Stephens, Jr. 1976. A study of the orientation of selected embiotocid 
fish to depth and shifting seasonal vertical temperature gradients. Bulletin of the 
Southern California Academy of Sciences, 75: 170-183. 

 

501



Nearshore Rocky Reefs of Santa Monica Bay 

Vantuna Research Group 53

Appendix I. Mean fish density (#/100m2) and standard error for bottom transects 2007-
2008 on natural reefs on the mainland of the Southern California Bight. The number of 
replicates is in parentheses. 
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Species Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. 
Alloclinus holderi           
Anisotremus davidsonii     45.00 28.92     
Atherinops affinis           
Atherinopsis californiensis           
Aulorhynchus flavidus         0.42 0.15
Balistes polylepis           
Brachyistius frenatus 0.52 0.20 0.37 0.24   0.14 0.14   
Caulolatilus princeps           
Cephaloscyllium ventriosum           
Cheilotrema saturnum           
Chromis punctipinnis 4.53 3.66 0.19 0.19 8.33 8.33 30.14 14.22   
Clinocottus analis 0.05 0.05         
Cymatogaster aggregata           
Embiotoca jacksoni 1.41 0.32 0.19 0.19 17.08 11.59 1.94 0.57   
Gibbonsia elegans           
Girella nigricans 0.63 0.37   42.08 31.52 0.14 0.14   
Gobiidae 0.05 0.05         
Gymnothorax mordax           
Halichoeres semicinctus 1.20 0.54   0.83 0.83 1.39 0.45   
Hermosilla azurea           
Heterodontus francisci           
Heterostichus rostratus           
Hexagrammos decagrammus           
Hypsurus caryi 0.52 0.19     2.78 1.24   
Hypsypops rubicundus 0.99 0.32 0.37 0.24 1.67 0.68 3.06 1.49   
Leiocottus hirundo           
Lythrypnus dalli           
Medialuna californiensis           
Micrometrus minimus 0.05 0.05         
Myliobatis californica           
Ophiodon elongatus           
Orthonopias triacis                     
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Appendix I. Benthic mean fish density (#/100m2), continued. 
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Species Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. 
Oxyjulis californica 6.67 2.06 6.67 3.77 9.17 3.50 28.47 8.20 29.17 8.21
Oxylebius pictus 0.10 0.07   0.42 0.42 0.28 0.19   
Paralabrax clathratus 1.98 0.44 1.11 0.39 2.50 0.48 2.08 0.42   
Paralabrax nebulifer 0.42 0.17 0.56 0.28 0.42 0.42 0.97 0.32   
Paralichthys californicus           
Phanerodon atripes           
Phanerodon furcatus       0.14 0.14   
Rathbunella alleni           
Rhacochilus toxotes       0.56 0.31   
Rhacochilus vacca 0.63 0.42   3.33 3.33     
Rhinogobiops nicholsii       0.14 0.14   
Sardinops sagax           
Scorpaena guttata           
Scorpaenichthys marmoratus 0.05 0.05         
Sebastes atrovirens   0.19 0.19 0.83 0.83 0.28 0.19   
Sebastes auriculatus 0.21 0.21         
Sebastes carnatus           
Sebastes caurinus           
Sebastes chrysomelas           
Sebastes dalli           
Sebastes miniatus           
Sebastes mystinus           
Sebastes rastrelliger           
Sebastes serranoides           
Sebastes serranoides/flavidus           
Sebastes serriceps           
Sebastes umbrosus           
Semicossyphus pulcher 0.16 0.09     0.14 0.14   
Semicossyphus pulcher-Female 0.36 0.12 1.11 0.39 1.67 0.68 2.22 0.63   
Semicossyphus pulcher-Male 0.26 0.11 0.56 0.28   0.69 0.32   
Sphyraena argentea           
Squatina californica           
Stereolepis gigas           
Trachurus symmetricus       63.89 55.42   
Urobatis halleri                     
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Appendix I. Benthic mean fish density (#/100m2) continued. 
 

  C
oj

o 
(2

4)
 

C
ry

st
al

 C
ov

e 
(8

) 

D
ee

p 
H

ol
e 

(3
2)

 

E
nc

in
al

 C
an

yo
n 

(2
4)

 

E
sc

on
di

do
 (2

4)
 

Species Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. 
Alloclinus holderi           
Anisotremus davidsonii       0.07 0.07   
Atherinops affinis           
Atherinopsis californiensis     0.68 0.68 1.74 1.74   
Aulorhynchus flavidus           
Balistes polylepis           
Brachyistius frenatus 0.07 0.07         
Caulolatilus princeps     0.05 0.05     
Cephaloscyllium ventriosum           
Cheilotrema saturnum           
Chromis punctipinnis   31.25 8.97 8.39 3.07 2.64 1.27   
Clinocottus analis           
Cymatogaster aggregata           
Embiotoca jacksoni 0.56 0.19 1.25 0.61 0.89 0.22 2.29 0.59 0.49 0.16
Gibbonsia elegans           
Girella nigricans     0.36 0.27 0.28 0.13   
Gobiidae           
Gymnothorax mordax           
Halichoeres semicinctus   1.04 0.44 0.21 0.12 0.76 0.22 0.28 0.13
Hermosilla azurea     0.05 0.05     
Heterodontus francisci       0.21 0.11   
Heterostichus rostratus     0.05 0.05 0.42 0.21   
Hexagrammos decagrammus 0.21 0.11         
Hypsurus caryi 0.76 0.25   1.30 0.51 2.22 0.48 0.21 0.11
Hypsypops rubicundus   6.67 1.89 0.36 0.21 0.28 0.13   
Leiocottus hirundo           
Lythrypnus dalli           
Medialuna californiensis     1.20 1.04     
Micrometrus minimus           
Myliobatis californica     0.05 0.05   0.14 0.14
Ophiodon elongatus           
Orthonopias triacis                     
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Appendix I. Benthic mean fish density (#/100m2), continued. 
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Species Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. 
Oxyjulis californica 0.28 0.16 8.96 1.75 9.95 2.93 15.90 5.23 9.65 7.03
Oxylebius pictus 0.14 0.10   0.26 0.11 0.07 0.07   
Paralabrax clathratus   4.79 0.91 1.25 0.25 3.06 0.68 2.36 1.80
Paralabrax nebulifer   2.29 0.63 0.73 0.18 0.63 0.24 2.01 0.82
Paralichthys californicus     0.05 0.05     
Phanerodon atripes       0.07 0.07   
Phanerodon furcatus 0.28 0.16   0.57 0.38 2.43 2.08 0.14 0.14
Rathbunella alleni           
Rhacochilus toxotes     0.16 0.09 0.42 0.23   
Rhacochilus vacca 0.07 0.07   0.52 0.16 0.76 0.44   
Rhinogobiops nicholsii     0.42 0.15     
Sardinops sagax           
Scorpaena guttata           
Scorpaenichthys marmoratus           
Sebastes atrovirens 0.07 0.07 0.21 0.21 0.26 0.15 0.42 0.21   
Sebastes auriculatus       0.07 0.07   
Sebastes carnatus     0.16 0.11     
Sebastes caurinus       0.07 0.07   
Sebastes chrysomelas     0.05 0.05     
Sebastes dalli           
Sebastes miniatus           
Sebastes mystinus           
Sebastes rastrelliger           
Sebastes serranoides     0.16 0.09 0.07 0.07   
Sebastes serranoides/flavidus           
Sebastes serriceps           
Sebastes umbrosus           
Semicossyphus pulcher   0.42 0.42 0.21 0.10   0.14 0.14
Semicossyphus pulcher-
Female   8.75 2.35 0.78 0.25 0.28 0.13 0.07 0.07
Semicossyphus pulcher-Male   3.13 1.46 0.16 0.09 0.07 0.07   
Sphyraena argentea           
Squatina californica           
Stereolepis gigas           
Trachurus symmetricus           
Urobatis halleri                     
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Appendix I. Benthic mean fish density (#/100m2), continued. 
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Species Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. 
Alloclinus holderi 0.05 0.05         
Anisotremus davidsonii           
Atherinops affinis           
Atherinopsis californiensis           
Aulorhynchus flavidus 0.10 0.10     0.42 0.27 2.07 2.02
Balistes polylepis           
Brachyistius frenatus         0.10 0.10
Caulolatilus princeps           
Cephaloscyllium ventriosum           
Cheilotrema saturnum           
Chromis punctipinnis 8.23 3.03 127.08 42.01 78.33 53.68   1.92 0.64
Clinocottus analis           
Cymatogaster aggregata           
Embiotoca jacksoni 1.20 0.38 1.04 0.44 0.19 0.19   2.98 1.12
Gibbonsia elegans           
Girella nigricans 0.73 0.47 0.21 0.21     0.15 0.15
Gobiidae           
Gymnothorax mordax           
Halichoeres semicinctus 1.67 0.37   1.30 0.72 0.21 0.21 0.40 0.15
Hermosilla azurea 0.16 0.16         
Heterodontus francisci         0.05 0.05
Heterostichus rostratus           
Hexagrammos decagrammus           
Hypsurus caryi 0.42 0.21       3.48 2.01
Hypsypops rubicundus 2.97 0.66   2.41 0.74   0.15 0.08
Leiocottus hirundo           
Lythrypnus dalli           
Medialuna californiensis           
Micrometrus minimus           
Myliobatis californica           
Ophiodon elongatus   0.42 0.27       
Orthonopias triacis                     
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Appendix I. Benthic mean fish density (#/100m2), continued. 
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Species Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. 
Oxyjulis californica 8.75 2.98 198.13 54.30 28.15 14.01 18.75 18.75 7.42 2.67
Oxylebius pictus 0.05 0.05 0.83 0.31     0.15 0.08
Paralabrax clathratus 1.04 0.26 1.25 0.61 1.30 0.72   1.67 0.30
Paralabrax nebulifer 0.57 0.18   8.70 7.28   1.21 0.39
Paralichthys californicus           
Phanerodon atripes   0.83 0.45     0.20 0.20
Phanerodon furcatus         0.81 0.47
Rathbunella alleni           
Rhacochilus toxotes 0.21 0.12 1.04 0.44     0.05 0.05
Rhacochilus vacca 0.42 0.21 3.96 2.56     1.01 0.26
Rhinogobiops nicholsii 0.16 0.09 1.25 0.42     0.10 0.07
Sardinops sagax           
Scorpaena guttata         0.05 0.05
Scorpaenichthys marmoratus   0.21 0.21       
Sebastes atrovirens   0.63 0.44     0.51 0.36
Sebastes auriculatus           
Sebastes carnatus   0.83 0.31     0.15 0.11
Sebastes caurinus         0.15 0.15
Sebastes chrysomelas           
Sebastes dalli           
Sebastes miniatus       0.21 0.21 0.05 0.05
Sebastes mystinus           
Sebastes rastrelliger           
Sebastes serranoides         0.35 0.16
Sebastes serranoides/flavidus           
Sebastes serriceps           
Sebastes umbrosus           
Semicossyphus pulcher 0.36 0.14 0.21 0.21 0.93 0.74   0.05 0.05
Semicossyphus pulcher-Female 1.30 0.38 4.58 1.96 2.59 0.74   0.56 0.19
Semicossyphus pulcher-Male 0.10 0.07 1.04 0.44 0.93 0.29   0.05 0.05
Sphyraena argentea           
Squatina californica         0.05 0.05
Stereolepis gigas           
Trachurus symmetricus           
Urobatis halleri                     
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Appendix I. Benthic mean fish density (#/100m2), continued. 
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Species Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. 
Alloclinus holderi           
Anisotremus davidsonii   0.28 0.10       
Atherinops affinis           
Atherinopsis californiensis   1.16 1.16       
Aulorhynchus flavidus           
Balistes polylepis       0.07 0.07   
Brachyistius frenatus   0.05 0.05   2.36 1.52   
Caulolatilus princeps           
Cephaloscyllium ventriosum       0.07 0.07   
Cheilotrema saturnum           
Chromis punctipinnis 30.93 9.90 3.89 2.30 17.33 5.90 0.97 0.67 17.50 5.85
Clinocottus analis           
Cymatogaster aggregata       0.07 0.07   
Embiotoca jacksoni 1.48 0.43 1.57 0.51 1.83 0.36 1.81 0.57 1.11 0.22
Gibbonsia elegans           
Girella nigricans 2.41 1.82 0.83 0.51 0.58 0.30     
Gobiidae           
Gymnothorax mordax           
Halichoeres semicinctus 2.22 0.28 0.83 0.25 0.25 0.14 0.07 0.07   
Hermosilla azurea           
Heterodontus francisci   0.05 0.05   0.07 0.07   
Heterostichus rostratus           
Hexagrammos decagrammus           
Hypsurus caryi   0.37 0.16 0.08 0.08 1.53 0.51 6.94 2.38
Hypsypops rubicundus 6.30 2.06 0.37 0.15 1.00 0.28   0.14 0.10
Leiocottus hirundo       0.07 0.07   
Lythrypnus dalli           
Medialuna californiensis   0.46 0.46 0.42 0.29     
Micrometrus minimus           
Myliobatis californica 0.37 0.37 0.05 0.05       
Ophiodon elongatus       0.07 0.07   
Orthonopias triacis                     
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Appendix I. Benthic mean fish density (#/100m2), continued. 
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Species Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. 
Oxyjulis californica 12.41 1.82 36.34 15.73 7.75 2.56 4.86 1.25 20.35 8.29
Oxylebius pictus   0.05 0.05 0.42 0.21 1.32 0.20 0.42 0.23
Paralabrax clathratus 2.96 0.61 3.24 1.05 0.42 0.17 1.04 0.22 4.79 0.97
Paralabrax nebulifer 1.11 0.28 0.14 0.08 0.17 0.11   8.54 3.69
Paralichthys californicus           
Phanerodon atripes           
Phanerodon furcatus   0.65 0.28     0.97 0.40
Rathbunella alleni           
Rhacochilus toxotes   0.19 0.11 0.08 0.08   0.07 0.07
Rhacochilus vacca 0.19 0.19 0.23 0.12 0.33 0.15 0.35 0.14 2.36 1.38
Rhinogobiops nicholsii   0.09 0.06 0.17 0.11   0.21 0.15
Sardinops sagax           
Scorpaena guttata     0.08 0.08     
Scorpaenichthys marmoratus   0.05 0.05 0.08 0.08     
Sebastes atrovirens   0.37 0.21   0.28 0.13 0.83 0.45
Sebastes auriculatus   0.05 0.05   0.14 0.10   
Sebastes carnatus       0.35 0.14   
Sebastes caurinus       0.21 0.11 0.07 0.07
Sebastes chrysomelas       0.07 0.07 0.14 0.14
Sebastes dalli           
Sebastes miniatus           
Sebastes mystinus         0.14 0.10
Sebastes rastrelliger           
Sebastes serranoides   0.19 0.09     1.04 1.04
Sebastes serranoides/flavidus       0.07 0.07   
Sebastes serriceps     0.08 0.08     
Sebastes umbrosus           
Semicossyphus pulcher   0.09 0.06 0.08 0.08   0.14 0.10
Semicossyphus pulcher-Female 2.41 0.84 1.57 0.74 2.00 0.31 0.83 0.17 0.63 0.30
Semicossyphus pulcher-Male 0.56 0.28 0.46 0.13 0.33 0.15 0.35 0.14   
Sphyraena argentea           
Squatina californica           
Stereolepis gigas         0.07 0.07
Trachurus symmetricus         1.04 1.04
Urobatis halleri     0.05 0.05             

 

509



Nearshore Rocky Reefs of Santa Monica Bay 

Vantuna Research Group 61

Appendix I. Benthic mean fish density (#/100m2), continued. 
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Species Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. 
Alloclinus holderi           
Anisotremus davidsonii 1.81 1.47 0.07 0.07     0.13 0.07
Atherinops affinis 0.69 0.69         
Atherinopsis californiensis           
Aulorhynchus flavidus           
Balistes polylepis           
Brachyistius frenatus   1.46 1.39   0.38 0.27   
Caulolatilus princeps           
Cephaloscyllium ventriosum           
Cheilotrema saturnum 0.14 0.10         
Chromis punctipinnis 86.74 18.45 0.21 0.15     12.92 4.76
Clinocottus analis           
Cymatogaster aggregata           
Embiotoca jacksoni 3.06 0.64 1.18 0.50 0.45 0.23 0.45 0.31 1.42 0.24
Gibbonsia elegans           
Girella nigricans 8.82 3.09 2.64 1.47     3.04 1.09
Gobiidae           
Gymnothorax mordax 0.07 0.07         
Halichoeres semicinctus 0.69 0.17 0.35 0.14 0.15 0.15   2.50 0.64
Hermosilla azurea 0.07 0.07       0.04 0.04
Heterodontus francisci           
Heterostichus rostratus           
Hexagrammos decagrammus           
Hypsurus caryi 0.07 0.07 0.49 0.23 0.30 0.20 0.76 0.42 0.50 0.19
Hypsypops rubicundus 5.07 1.07 0.63 0.34 0.45 0.32 0.30 0.14 1.96 0.31
Leiocottus hirundo           
Lythrypnus dalli           
Medialuna californiensis 0.28 0.13 2.71 2.42     0.21 0.09
Micrometrus minimus           
Myliobatis californica     0.15 0.15 1.14 1.14   
Ophiodon elongatus         0.13 0.07
Orthonopias triacis 0.07 0.07                 
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Appendix I. Benthic mean fish density (#/100m2), continued. 
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Species Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. 
Oxyjulis californica   5.49 2.44 5.15 2.03 6.59 2.19 17.67 3.84
Oxylebius pictus 17.36 5.02 0.07 0.07     0.75 0.21
Paralabrax clathratus 1.81 0.64 2.36 0.66 2.88 0.81 1.97 0.53 0.88 0.21
Paralabrax nebulifer 3.96 1.68 0.63 0.42 0.15 0.15 0.45 0.16 1.13 0.24
Paralichthys californicus 1.11 0.34         
Phanerodon atripes           
Phanerodon furcatus   0.14 0.14     0.04 0.04
Rathbunella alleni           
Rhacochilus toxotes         0.21 0.11
Rhacochilus vacca 0.42 0.21 0.14 0.10     0.92 0.26
Rhinogobiops nicholsii 0.35 0.14 0.28 0.16     1.67 0.50
Sardinops sagax 0.21 0.11         
Scorpaena guttata 34.72 34.72     0.08 0.08 0.04 0.04
Scorpaenichthys marmoratus         0.08 0.06
Sebastes atrovirens   0.14 0.10       
Sebastes auriculatus 0.69 0.28         
Sebastes carnatus 0.35 0.28     0.08 0.08 0.04 0.04
Sebastes caurinus 0.07 0.07         
Sebastes chrysomelas         0.08 0.06
Sebastes dalli 0.07 0.07         
Sebastes miniatus         0.04 0.04
Sebastes mystinus         0.25 0.14
Sebastes rastrelliger 0.07 0.07         
Sebastes serranoides           
Sebastes serranoides/flavidus           
Sebastes serriceps 0.21 0.15       0.04 0.04
Sebastes umbrosus 0.14 0.10       0.21 0.14
Semicossyphus pulcher   0.14 0.10     0.13 0.07
Semicossyphus pulcher-Female   1.04 0.44 0.61 0.34 0.15 0.10 2.88 0.70
Semicossyphus pulcher-Male 4.86 1.42 0.21 0.11   0.15 0.15 0.33 0.12
Sphyraena argentea 0.42 0.21         
Squatina californica           
Stereolepis gigas           
Trachurus symmetricus           
Urobatis halleri                     
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Appendix I. Benthic mean fish density (#/100m2), continued. 
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Species Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. 
Alloclinus holderi     0.03 0.03   
Anisotremus davidsonii     0.42 0.35   
Atherinops affinis         
Atherinopsis californiensis       0.07 0.07
Aulorhynchus flavidus         
Balistes polylepis         
Brachyistius frenatus     0.03 0.03 0.63 0.24
Caulolatilus princeps         
Cephaloscyllium ventriosum         
Cheilotrema saturnum     1.32 1.06   
Chromis punctipinnis 1.94 1.34 3.19 1.84 28.75 7.56 1.60 1.38
Clinocottus analis         
Cymatogaster aggregata         
Embiotoca jacksoni 0.90 0.20 0.73 0.19 1.39 0.46 4.65 1.95
Gibbonsia elegans         
Girella nigricans 0.90 0.40 0.49 0.16 2.88 1.23 0.76 0.50
Gobiidae         
Gymnothorax mordax         
Halichoeres semicinctus 0.49 0.19 0.63 0.17 2.33 0.86 0.14 0.10
Hermosilla azurea         
Heterodontus francisci   0.07 0.05     
Heterostichus rostratus 0.07 0.07   1.39 1.39   
Hexagrammos decagrammus         
Hypsurus caryi 0.42 0.18 0.35 0.13 0.45 0.19 4.65 4.16
Hypsypops rubicundus 0.69 0.20 0.49 0.15 0.73 0.16 1.25 0.40
Leiocottus hirundo         
Lythrypnus dalli 0.07 0.07       
Medialuna californiensis   0.31 0.25   0.83 0.83
Micrometrus minimus         
Myliobatis californica     0.03 0.03   
Ophiodon elongatus         
Orthonopias triacis                 
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Appendix I. Benthic mean fish density (#/100m2), continued. 
 

  R
es

or
t P

oi
nt

 (2
4)

 

R
id

ge
s 

(4
8)

 

R
oc

ky
 P

oi
nt

 (4
8)

 

W
hi

te
s 

P
oi

nt
 (2

4)
 

Species Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. 
Oxyjulis californica 5.49 1.84 6.42 3.51 19.69 7.81 9.79 6.97
Oxylebius pictus 0.28 0.13 0.45 0.11 0.42 0.15   
Paralabrax clathratus 1.04 0.26 0.59 0.12 1.32 0.20 3.96 2.01
Paralabrax nebulifer 0.42 0.15 0.07 0.05 0.14 0.07 0.21 0.11
Paralichthys californicus       0.07 0.07
Phanerodon atripes         
Phanerodon furcatus       7.08 6.94
Rathbunella alleni   0.07 0.05 0.03 0.03   
Rhacochilus toxotes   0.10 0.06 0.38 0.19 0.21 0.15
Rhacochilus vacca 1.04 0.83 0.42 0.19 0.73 0.52 0.21 0.15
Rhinogobiops nicholsii 0.56 0.19 1.46 0.35 1.63 0.35 0.28 0.13
Sardinops sagax         
Scorpaena guttata         
Scorpaenichthys marmoratus         
Sebastes atrovirens 0.14 0.10 0.07 0.05 0.03 0.03 0.07 0.07
Sebastes auriculatus     0.56 0.46   
Sebastes carnatus         
Sebastes caurinus   0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03   
Sebastes chrysomelas       0.07 0.07
Sebastes dalli   0.07 0.05 0.21 0.08   
Sebastes miniatus 0.14 0.10 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03   
Sebastes mystinus     0.10 0.08   
Sebastes rastrelliger     0.03 0.03   
Sebastes serranoides   0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.07 0.07
Sebastes serranoides/flavidus         
Sebastes serriceps 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.05     
Sebastes umbrosus   0.31 0.25 0.28 0.12   
Semicossyphus pulcher 0.07 0.07 0.28 0.10 0.17 0.07   
Semicossyphus pulcher-Female 1.46 0.34 0.76 0.16 1.04 0.17 0.76 0.22
Semicossyphus pulcher-Male 0.21 0.11 0.10 0.06 0.14 0.07 0.28 0.13
Sphyraena argentea     0.69 0.69   
Squatina californica         
Stereolepis gigas         
Trachurus symmetricus 0.14 0.14 10.42 10.42 0.21 0.21   
Urobatis halleri                 
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Appendix II.  Mean fish density (#/100m2) and standard error for midwater transects 
2007-2008 on natural reefs on the mainland of the Southern California Bight. The 
number of replicates is in parentheses. 
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Taxa Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E.
Anisotremus davidsonii           
Atherinops affinis           
Atherinopsis californiensis           
Aulorhynchus flavidus 2.43 2.43         
Brachyistius frenatus 0.07 0.07       0.42 0.42
Chromis punctipinnis   0.37 0.37 29.17 29.17 2.29 2.06   
Cymatogaster aggregata           
Embiotoca jacksoni     8.33 8.33 0.21 0.21   
Galeorhinus galeus           
Gibbonsia elegans           
Girella nigricans     8.33 8.33     
Gobiidae sp           
Halichoeres semicinctus           
Hermosilla azurea           
Heterostichus rostratus       0.21 0.21   
Hyperprosopon argenteum           
Hypsurus caryi 0.07 0.07     0.21 0.21   
Hypsypops rubicundus           
Medialuna californiensis           
Myliobatis californica           
Oxyjulis californica 37.22 11.48 0.56 0.39 96.25 60.02 21.25 7.01 4.17 4.17
Paralabrax clathratus 0.21 0.11   0.83 0.48     
Paralabrax nebulifer   0.19 0.19       
Phanerodon furcatus 0.07 0.07         
Rhacochilus toxotes       0.21 0.21   
Rhacochilus vacca           
Sardinops sagax           
Sebastes atrovirens           
Sebastes auriculatus           
Sebastes mystinus           
Sebastes paucispinus           
Sebastes serranoides           
Semicossyphus pulcher 0.14 0.14         
Semicossyphus pulcher-Female           
Semicossyphus pulcher-Male           
Sphyraena argentea           
Trachurus symmetricus       4.17 4.17   
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Appendix II.  Mean midwater fish density (#/100m2), continued. 
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Taxa Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E.
Anisotremus davidsonii           
Atherinops affinis         6.60 3.72
Atherinopsis californiensis     2.44 1.82 6.77 3.97   
Aulorhynchus flavidus           
Brachyistius frenatus     0.06 0.06 0.10 0.10   
Chromis punctipinnis   15.21 8.65 1.19 0.45     
Cymatogaster aggregata           
Embiotoca jacksoni       0.21 0.21   
Galeorhinus galeus           
Gibbonsia elegans           
Girella nigricans       0.10 0.10   
Gobiidae sp           
Halichoeres semicinctus           
Hermosilla azurea           
Heterostichus rostratus     0.12 0.08 0.63 0.34   
Hyperprosopon argenteum         0.07 0.07
Hypsurus caryi       0.10 0.10   
Hypsypops rubicundus       0.10 0.10   
Medialuna californiensis     0.12 0.12 0.21 0.21   
Myliobatis californica           
Oxyjulis californica   0.21 0.21 12.92 4.46 10.63 3.75 11.11 6.30
Paralabrax clathratus     0.18 0.10 1.04 0.34 0.28 0.13
Paralabrax nebulifer           
Phanerodon furcatus     0.36 0.16 0.73 0.43   
Rhacochilus toxotes     1.19 1.13 0.10 0.10   
Rhacochilus vacca     0.06 0.06   0.07 0.07
Sardinops sagax     59.52 59.52     
Sebastes atrovirens     0.06 0.06 0.73 0.40   
Sebastes auriculatus       0.83 0.63   
Sebastes mystinus           
Sebastes paucispinus           
Sebastes serranoides     0.12 0.08     
Semicossyphus pulcher           
Semicossyphus pulcher-Female       0.21 0.14   
Semicossyphus pulcher-Male       0.31 0.17   
Sphyraena argentea           
Trachurus symmetricus           
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Appendix II.  Mean midwater fish density (#/100m2), continued. 
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Taxa Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. 
Anisotremus davidsonii           
Atherinops affinis           
Atherinopsis californiensis       2.86 2.02   
Aulorhynchus flavidus     2.08 2.08     
Brachyistius frenatus 0.07 0.07   1.04 1.04 0.36 0.18   
Chromis punctipinnis 10.90 5.09 3.15 1.43   0.24 0.24 3.33 1.15
Cymatogaster aggregata       0.60 0.60   
Embiotoca jacksoni       0.12 0.08 0.19 0.19
Galeorhinus galeus           
Gibbonsia elegans 0.42 0.35         
Girella nigricans         0.93 0.74
Gobiidae sp           
Halichoeres semicinctus 0.07 0.07         
Hermosilla azurea       0.12 0.12   
Heterostichus rostratus 0.07 0.07       0.19 0.19
Hyperprosopon argenteum           
Hypsurus caryi           
Hypsypops rubicundus 0.21 0.15         
Medialuna californiensis       0.60 0.54   
Myliobatis californica         1.11 0.73
Oxyjulis californica 3.82 1.15 0.19 0.19   18.39 7.80 4.63 1.73
Paralabrax clathratus 0.49 0.16     1.43 0.44   
Paralabrax nebulifer           
Phanerodon furcatus       0.48 0.36   
Rhacochilus toxotes 0.07 0.07         
Rhacochilus vacca       0.06 0.06   
Sardinops sagax           
Sebastes atrovirens       1.25 0.65   
Sebastes auriculatus           
Sebastes mystinus           
Sebastes paucispinus           
Sebastes serranoides       0.12 0.08   
Semicossyphus pulcher           
Semicossyphus pulcher-Female 0.07 0.07         
Semicossyphus pulcher-Male           
Sphyraena argentea           
Trachurus symmetricus           
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Appendix II.  Mean midwater fish density (#/100m2), continued. 
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Taxa Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E.
Anisotremus davidsonii 0.36 0.32         
Atherinops affinis       4.17 2.75 10.42 7.48
Atherinopsis californiensis       0.63 0.56   
Aulorhynchus flavidus           
Brachyistius frenatus 0.52 0.43   0.56 0.56 3.82 1.72   
Chromis punctipinnis 0.10 0.10 34.92 12.50 0.07 0.07 1.25 0.86 9.72 5.87
Cymatogaster aggregata           
Embiotoca jacksoni 0.05 0.05 0.08 0.08   0.07 0.07   
Galeorhinus galeus           
Gibbonsia elegans           
Girella nigricans 0.52 0.52         
Gobiidae sp           
Halichoeres semicinctus           
Hermosilla azurea           
Heterostichus rostratus           
Hyperprosopon argenteum           
Hypsurus caryi   0.08 0.08       
Hypsypops rubicundus           
Medialuna californiensis   0.08 0.08   0.07 0.07   
Myliobatis californica           
Oxyjulis californica 28.80 18.49 7.17 2.63 3.54 2.34 27.78 7.70   
Paralabrax clathratus 0.31 0.14     4.03 1.46 0.14 0.14
Paralabrax nebulifer       0.07 0.07   
Phanerodon furcatus       0.49 0.19   
Rhacochilus toxotes       0.07 0.07   
Rhacochilus vacca       0.07 0.07   
Sardinops sagax       20.83 20.83 41.67 41.67
Sebastes atrovirens 0.21 0.16     0.97 0.90   
Sebastes auriculatus           
Sebastes mystinus           
Sebastes paucispinus           
Sebastes serranoides 0.05 0.05         
Semicossyphus pulcher           
Semicossyphus pulcher-Female           
Semicossyphus pulcher-Male           
Sphyraena argentea           
Trachurus symmetricus           
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Appendix II.  Mean midwater fish density (#/100m2), continued. 
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Taxa Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E.
Anisotremus davidsonii           
Atherinops affinis       1.16 1.16   
Atherinopsis californiensis       0.69 0.69   
Aulorhynchus flavidus           
Brachyistius frenatus 0.07 0.07   1.03 0.42 0.09 0.06 0.14 0.10
Chromis punctipinnis 5.21 3.61 0.15 0.15   39.68 19.46 4.44 2.92
Cymatogaster aggregata           
Embiotoca jacksoni       0.05 0.05   
Galeorhinus galeus         0.07 0.07
Gibbonsia elegans           
Girella nigricans       0.46 0.42 12.01 8.29
Gobiidae sp 0.69 0.69         
Halichoeres semicinctus           
Hermosilla azurea           
Heterostichus rostratus 0.07 0.07         
Hyperprosopon argenteum           
Hypsurus caryi   0.15 0.15       
Hypsypops rubicundus       0.09 0.09   
Medialuna californiensis       0.14 0.08 0.07 0.07
Myliobatis californica   0.15 0.15       
Oxyjulis californica 3.13 2.15 0.76 0.76 2.38 1.29 10.19 3.30 3.89 0.95
Paralabrax clathratus 0.14 0.10 0.15 0.15 0.32 0.19 0.28 0.12 1.39 0.51
Paralabrax nebulifer 0.07 0.07     0.09 0.09 0.07 0.07
Phanerodon furcatus           
Rhacochilus toxotes       0.05 0.05   
Rhacochilus vacca   0.15 0.15   0.28 0.28 0.21 0.21
Sardinops sagax           
Sebastes atrovirens           
Sebastes auriculatus           
Sebastes mystinus           
Sebastes paucispinus           
Sebastes serranoides           
Semicossyphus pulcher 0.07 0.07         
Semicossyphus pulcher-Female         0.07 0.07
Semicossyphus pulcher-Male       0.05 0.05   
Sphyraena argentea           
Trachurus symmetricus           
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Appendix II.  Mean midwater fish density (#/100m2), continued. 
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Taxa Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. 
Anisotremus davidsonii   0.69 0.69   
Atherinops affinis       
Atherinopsis californiensis       
Aulorhynchus flavidus       
Brachyistius frenatus     0.21 0.21 
Chromis punctipinnis 1.77 1.40 4.44 3.51 2.78 2.78 
Cymatogaster aggregata       
Embiotoca jacksoni       
Galeorhinus galeus       
Gibbonsia elegans       
Girella nigricans   0.87 0.87 0.14 0.14 
Gobiidae sp       
Halichoeres semicinctus       
Hermosilla azurea       
Heterostichus rostratus   0.07 0.07 1.39 1.39 
Hyperprosopon argenteum       
Hypsurus caryi       
Hypsypops rubicundus 0.03 0.03     
Medialuna californiensis       
Myliobatis californica       
Oxyjulis californica 2.67 1.28 18.30 8.05 34.93 11.98
Paralabrax clathratus 0.10 0.06 1.91 1.18 0.35 0.35 
Paralabrax nebulifer   0.07 0.07   
Phanerodon furcatus       
Rhacochilus toxotes       
Rhacochilus vacca 0.03 0.03     
Sardinops sagax       
Sebastes atrovirens       
Sebastes auriculatus       
Sebastes mystinus 0.35 0.35     
Sebastes paucispinus 0.35 0.35     
Sebastes serranoides   0.10 0.08   
Semicossyphus pulcher       
Semicossyphus pulcher-Female       
Semicossyphus pulcher-Male       
Sphyraena argentea 2.78 1.96     
Trachurus symmetricus 13.89 13.89     
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Appendix III – Mean fish density (#/100m2) and standard error for canopy transects 
2007-2008 on natural reefs on the mainland of the Southern California Bight. The 
number of replicates is in parentheses. 
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Taxa Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. 
Atherinops affinis 2.56 2.56 12.50 7.98 0.28 0.28     
Atherinopsidae         4.17 2.52
Atherinopsis californiensis 0.90 0.90         
Aulorhynchus flavidus         2.85 1.40
Brachyistius frenatus 0.58 0.24 1.25 1.25     2.15 0.70
Chromis punctipinnis   5.00 3.91       
Embiotoca jacksoni           
Girella nigricans 0.06 0.06         
Gobiidae sp           
Halichoeres semicinctus           
Heterostichus rostratus 1.47 1.03         
Hypsypops rubicundus           
Medialuna californiensis           
Myliobatis californica           
Oxyjulis californica 4.55 2.57 73.33 59.77 8.89 5.65   0.21 0.21
Paralabrax clathratus 0.32 0.19   0.14 0.14     
Phanerodon atripes           
Phanerodon furcatus         0.07 0.07
Rhacochilus vacca         0.14 0.14
Sebastes atrovirens           
Sebastes auriculatus           
Sebastes juv-brown complex           
Trachurus symmetricus                     
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Appendix III.  Mean canopy fish density (#/100m2), continued. 
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Taxa Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E.
Atherinops affinis 20.97 8.90 0.07 0.07   13.85 8.83   
Atherinopsidae           
Atherinopsis californiensis 2.64 2.64 6.39 4.91 0.83 0.83 4.84 2.35   
Aulorhynchus flavidus           
Brachyistius frenatus 2.08 1.07 0.83 0.33 2.99 1.58 1.09 0.73   
Chromis punctipinnis 6.18 4.86 0.14 0.14   0.16 0.16   
Embiotoca jacksoni   0.07 0.07   0.05 0.05   
Girella nigricans           
Gobiidae sp           
Halichoeres semicinctus           
Heterostichus rostratus 0.35 0.17 1.25 0.70 17.36 10.16 1.09 0.78   
Hypsypops rubicundus       0.05 0.05   
Medialuna californiensis   0.07 0.07       
Myliobatis californica       0.05 0.05   
Oxyjulis californica 22.15 6.82 5.07 1.76 13.75 4.81 18.70 9.48   
Paralabrax clathratus 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.49 0.21     
Phanerodon atripes           
Phanerodon furcatus 0.21 0.11   0.07 0.07     
Rhacochilus vacca           
Sebastes atrovirens 0.28 0.22 1.74 1.18 0.14 0.10     
Sebastes auriculatus 2.08 1.74 0.42 0.35       
Sebastes juv-brown complex           
Trachurus symmetricus                     
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Appendix III.  Mean canopy fish density (#/100m2), continued. 
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Taxa Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E.
Atherinops affinis 8.28 4.88 2.50 2.50   14.58 9.98 26.39 20.57
Atherinopsidae           
Atherinopsis californiensis 9.46 7.68     6.53 3.87 1.39 1.39
Aulorhynchus flavidus           
Brachyistius frenatus 4.52 1.76 1.25 0.66 1.25 1.25 10.63 3.34 5.00 4.13
Chromis punctipinnis 5.97 3.83 1.92 1.83 0.83 0.83 2.08 2.08   
Embiotoca jacksoni           
Girella nigricans           
Gobiidae sp       2.78 2.78 3.47 3.47
Halichoeres semicinctus           
Heterostichus rostratus 0.59 0.54 1.83 1.83   0.21 0.11 0.56 0.43
Hypsypops rubicundus           
Medialuna californiensis           
Myliobatis californica           
Oxyjulis californica 18.39 7.57 8.17 5.81 1.67 1.67 22.64 8.31 0.69 0.56
Paralabrax clathratus 0.11 0.11     0.42 0.21   
Phanerodon atripes       0.21 0.21   
Phanerodon furcatus 0.05 0.05 0.50 0.50   0.14 0.14   
Rhacochilus vacca           
Sebastes atrovirens 5.00 2.47 1.50 1.41   4.51 1.90   
Sebastes auriculatus       0.56 0.56   
Sebastes juv-brown complex           
Trachurus symmetricus         1.67 1.67         
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Appendix III.  Mean canopy fish density (#/100m2), continued. 
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Taxa Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E.
Atherinops affinis   18.67 9.56 31.25 31.25 4.17 4.17   
Atherinopsidae           
Atherinopsis californiensis   12.17 10.07     0.14 0.14
Aulorhynchus flavidus           
Brachyistius frenatus 1.67 1.18 2.08 0.69 0.31 0.23 0.21 0.14 0.83 0.83
Chromis punctipinnis 1.25 0.42 0.25 0.18   2.60 2.60   
Embiotoca jacksoni           
Girella nigricans   12.67 10.89 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10   
Gobiidae sp           
Halichoeres semicinctus   0.17 0.17       
Heterostichus rostratus   0.08 0.08 0.10 0.10 5.31 2.88   
Hypsypops rubicundus           
Medialuna californiensis   0.33 0.19       
Myliobatis californica       0.21 0.21   
Oxyjulis californica 0.83 0.83 12.67 4.63 9.38 5.69 1.15 0.52 9.86 6.94
Paralabrax clathratus   0.50 0.42   0.31 0.23 0.14 0.14
Phanerodon atripes           
Phanerodon furcatus           
Rhacochilus vacca           
Sebastes atrovirens   0.25 0.18       
Sebastes auriculatus           
Sebastes juv-brown complex       0.21 0.21   
Trachurus symmetricus                     
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Appendix IV. Mean fish biomass density (g/100m2) and standard error for bottom 
transects 2007-2008 on natural reefs on the mainland of the Southern California Bight.  
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Taxa Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. 
Alloclinus holderi           
Anisotremus davidsonii     22.36 14.37     
Atherinops affinis           
Atherinopsis californiensis           
Aulorhynchus flavidus         0.001 0.001
Balistes polylepis           
Brachyistius frenatus 0.002 0.001 0.01 0.01   0.004 0.004   
Caulolatilus princeps           
Cephaloscyllium ventriosum           
Cheilotrema saturnum           
Chromis punctipinnis 0.05 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.004 0.004 1.10 0.50   
Clinocottus analis 0.0005 0.0005         
Cymatogaster aggregata           
Embiotoca jacksoni 0.45 0.14 0.06 0.06 2.36 1.92 0.77 0.21   
Gibbonsia elegans           
Girella nigricans 0.37 0.23   22.03 20.31 0.34 0.34   
Gobiidae 0.003 0.003         
Gymnothorax mordax           
Halichoeres semicinctus 0.17 0.09   0.06 0.06 0.16 0.05   
Hermosilla azurea           
Heterodontus francisci           
Heterostichus rostratus           
Hexagrammos decagrammus           
Hypsurus caryi 0.01 0.01     0.17 0.08   
Hypsypops rubicundus 0.49 0.19 0.96 0.67 1.15 0.43 1.78 0.98   
Leiocottus hirundo           
Lythrypnus dalli           
Medialuna californiensis           
Micrometrus minimus 0.0005 0.0005         
Myliobatis californica           
Ophiodon elongatus           
Orthonopias triacis                     
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Appendix IV. Benthic mean fish biomass density (g/100m2), continued. 
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Taxa Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E.
Oxyjulis californica 0.18 0.06 0.09 0.04 0.35 0.16 0.77 0.16 0.05 0.02
Oxylebius pictus 0.004 0.003   0.01 0.01 0.004 0.004   
Paralabrax clathratus 1.15 0.35 0.50 0.18 0.72 0.44 1.41 0.57   
Paralabrax nebulifer 0.25 0.11 0.98 0.50 0.15 0.15 0.36 0.16   
Paralichthys californica           
Phanerodon atripes           
Phanerodon furcatus       0.003 0.003   
Rathbunella alleni           
Rhacochilus toxotes       0.12 0.08   
Rhacochilus vacca 0.01 0.005   0.83 0.83     
Rhinogobiops nicholsii       0.00050.0005   
Sardinops sagax           
Scorpaena guttata           
Scorpaenichthys marmoratus 0.10 0.10         
Sebastes atrovirens   0.07 0.07 0.20 0.20 0.07 0.04   
Sebastes auriculatus 0.05 0.05         
Sebastes carnatus           
Sebastes caurinus           
Sebastes chrysomelas           
Sebastes dalli           
Sebastes miniatus           
Sebastes mystinus           
Sebastes rastrelliger           
Sebastes serranoides           
Sebastes serranoides flavidus           
Sebastes serriceps           
Sebastes umbrosus           
Semicossyphus pulcher 0.08 0.05     0.06 0.06   
Semicossyphus pulcher-Female 0.50 0.26 0.88 0.31 1.23 0.72 0.71 0.28   
Semicossyphus pulcher-Male 0.78 0.34 0.74 0.39   1.74 0.89   
Sphyraena argentea           
Squatina californica           
Stereolepis gigas           
Trachurus symmetricus       2.04 1.89   
Urobatis halleri           
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Appendix IV. Benthic mean fish biomass density (g/100m2), continued. 
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Taxa Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. 
Alloclinus holderi           
Anisotremus davidsonii       0.05 0.05   
Atherinops affinis           
Atherinopsis californiensis     0.07 0.07 0.09 0.09   
Aulorhynchus flavidus           
Balistes polylepis           
Brachyistius frenatus 0.0001 0.0001         
Caulolatilus princeps     0.01 0.01     
Cephaloscyllium ventriosum           
Cheilotrema saturnum           
Chromis punctipinnis   2.36 0.66 0.36 0.12 0.17 0.09   
Clinocottus analis           
Cymatogaster aggregata           
Embiotoca jacksoni 0.02 0.01 0.25 0.14 0.18 0.05 0.63 0.18 0.05 0.02
Gibbonsia elegans           
Girella nigricans     0.13 0.08 0.27 0.14   
Gobiidae sp.           
Gymnothorax mordax           
Halichoeres semicinctus   0.24 0.10 0.03 0.02 0.05 0.01 0.04 0.02
Hermosilla azurea     0.02 0.02     
Heterodontus francisci       0.51 0.35   
Heterostichus rostratus     0.0007 0.0007 0.01 0.01   
Hexagrammos decagrammus 0.01 0.01         
Hypsurus caryi 0.06 0.03   0.23 0.08 0.20 0.08 0.01 0.01
Hypsypops rubicundus   17.56 6.16 0.15 0.10 0.23 0.11   
Leiocottus hirundo           
Lythrypnus dalli           
Medialuna californiensis     0.19 0.15     
Micrometrus minimus           
Myliobatis californica     0.34 0.34   2.21 2.21
Ophiodon elongatus           
Orthonopias triacis                     
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Appendix IV. Benthic mean fish biomass density (g/100m2), continued. 
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Taxa Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E.
Oxyjulis californica 0.01 0.00 0.36 0.06 0.26 0.05 0.57 0.21 0.06 0.03
Oxylebius pictus 0.002 0.001   0.008 0.004 0.003 0.003   
Paralabrax clathratus   3.54 0.87 0.53 0.17 2.18 0.65 0.63 0.47
Paralabrax nebulifer   2.48 0.77 0.63 0.24 0.74 0.34 1.45 0.51
Paralichthys californica     0.01 0.01     
Phanerodon atripes       0.01 0.01   
Phanerodon furcatus 0.02 0.02   0.04 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.01 0.01
Rathbunella alleni           
Rhacochilus toxotes     0.09 0.06 0.15 0.08   
Rhacochilus vacca 0.002 0.002   0.12 0.05 0.11 0.09   
Rhinogobiops nicholsii     0.003 0.002     
Sardinops sagax           
Scorpaena guttata           
Scorpaenichthys marmoratus           
Sebastes atrovirens 0.02 0.02 0.14 0.14 0.06 0.03 0.14 0.08   
Sebastes auriculatus       0.05 0.05   
Sebastes carnatus     0.04 0.03     
Sebastes caurinus       0.02 0.02   
Sebastes chrysomelas     0.02 0.02     
Sebastes dalli           
Sebastes miniatus           
Sebastes mystinus           
Sebastes rastrelliger           
Sebastes serranoides     0.02 0.02 0.03 0.03   
Sebastes serranoides flavidus           
Sebastes serriceps           
Sebastes umbrosus           
Semicossyphus pulcher   0.39 0.39 0.04 0.02   0.06 0.06
Semicossyphus pulcher-Female   7.12 1.81 0.45 0.20 0.20 0.10 0.05 0.05
Semicossyphus pulcher-Male   5.83 3.04 0.33 0.25 0.07 0.07   
Sphyraena argentea           
Squatina californica           
Stereolepis gigas           
Trachurus symmetricus           
Urobatis halleri           
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Appendix IV. Benthic mean fish biomass density (g/100m2), continued. 
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Taxa Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. 
Alloclinus holderi 0.00010.0001         
Anisotremus davidsonii           
Atherinops affinis           
Atherinopsis californiensis           
Aulorhynchus flavidus 0.00070.0007     0.00040.0004 0.01 0.01 
Balistes polylepis           
Brachyistius frenatus         0.00010.0001
Caulolatilus princeps           
Cephaloscyllium ventriosum           
Cheilotrema saturnum           
Chromis punctipinnis 0.23 0.10 4.88 2.20 0.48 0.15   0.17 0.07 
Clinocottus analis           
Cymatogaster aggregata           
Embiotoca jacksoni 0.24 0.10 0.18 0.11 0.04 0.04   0.36 0.11 
Gibbonsia elegans           
Girella nigricans 0.40 0.34 0.06 0.06     0.04 0.04 
Gobiidae sp           
Gymnothorax mordax           
Halichoeres semicinctus 0.14 0.04   0.04 0.02 0.004 0.004 0.03 0.01 
Hermosilla azurea 0.004 0.004         
Heterodontus francisci         0.07 0.07 
Heterostichus rostratus           
Hexagrammos decagrammus           
Hypsurus caryi 0.02 0.02       0.19 0.07 
Hypsypops rubicundus 1.98 0.49   5.42 1.93   0.06 0.04 
Leiocottus hirundo           
Lythrypnus dalli           
Medialuna californiensis           
Micrometrus minimus           
Myliobatis californica           
Ophiodon elongatus   2.63 2.23       
Orthonopias triacis           
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Appendix IV. Benthic mean fish biomass density (g/100m2), continued. 
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Taxa Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. 
Oxyjulis californica 0.11 0.04 2.17 1.05 0.11 0.06 0.004 0.004 0.24 0.07 
Oxylebius pictus 0.002 0.002 0.02 0.01     0.01 0.00 
Paralabrax clathratus 0.18 0.06 1.72 0.77 0.84 0.77   0.73 0.20 
Paralabrax nebulifer 0.41 0.22   1.48 0.86   1.13 0.49 
Paralichthys californica           
Phanerodon atripes   0.01 0.01     0.02 0.02 
Phanerodon furcatus         0.07 0.05 
Rathbunella alleni           
Rhacochilus toxotes 0.08 0.05 1.03 0.47     0.02 0.02 
Rhacochilus vacca 0.01 0.01 1.80 1.41     0.32 0.12 
Rhinogobiops nicholsii 0.001 0.0005 0.01 0.003     0.00050.0003
Sardinops sagax           
Scorpaena guttata         0.03 0.03 
Scorpaenichthys marmoratus   1.07 1.07       
Sebastes atrovirens   0.15 0.10     0.04 0.03 
Sebastes auriculatus           
Sebastes carnatus   0.25 0.12     0.04 0.03 
Sebastes caurinus         0.04 0.04 
Sebastes chrysomelas           
Sebastes dalli           
Sebastes miniatus       0.00010.0001 0.04 0.04 
Sebastes mystinus           
Sebastes rastrelliger           
Sebastes serranoides         0.12 0.07 
Sebastes serranoides flavidus           
Sebastes serriceps           
Sebastes umbrosus           
Semicossyphus pulcher 0.28 0.14 0.22 0.22 0.33 0.24   0.01 0.01 
Semicossyphus pulcher-Female 0.73 0.26 4.71 1.97 3.10 1.06   0.24 0.09 
Semicossyphus pulcher-Male 0.14 0.10 3.45 1.73 0.99 0.34   0.08 0.08 
Sphyraena argentea           
Squatina californica         0.42 0.42 
Stereolepis gigas           
Trachurus symmetricus           
Urobatis halleri           
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Appendix IV. Benthic mean fish biomass density (g/100m2), continued. 
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Taxa Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. 
Alloclinus holderi           
Anisotremus davidsonii   0.09 0.05       
Atherinops affinis           
Atherinopsis californiensis   0.13 0.13       
Aulorhynchus flavidus           
Balistes polylepis       0.03 0.03   
Brachyistius frenatus   0.0002 0.0002   0.01 0.01   
Caulolatilus princeps           
Cephaloscyllium ventriosum       77.92 77.92   
Cheilotrema saturnum           
Chromis punctipinnis 2.13 0.45 0.25 0.17 1.16 0.47 0.002 0.001 1.30 0.50
Clinocottus analis           
Cymatogaster aggregata       0.001 0.001   
Embiotoca jacksoni 0.45 0.15 0.22 0.08 0.63 0.15 0.19 0.06 0.23 0.07
Gibbonsia elegans           
Girella nigricans 1.38 1.15 0.45 0.27 0.34 0.24     
Gobiidae sp           
Gymnothorax mordax           
Halichoeres semicinctus 0.23 0.04 0.08 0.02 0.04 0.02 0.003 0.003   
Hermosilla azurea           
Heterodontus francisci   0.01 0.01   0.10 0.10   
Heterostichus rostratus           
Hexagrammos decagrammus           
Hypsurus caryi   0.02 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.06 0.02 0.45 0.21
Hypsypops rubicundus 20.05 6.47 0.22 0.09 0.61 0.21   0.08 0.06
Leiocottus hirundo       0.01 0.01   
Lythrypnus dalli           
Medialuna californiensis   0.20 0.20 0.06 0.04     
Micrometrus minimus           
Myliobatis californica 0.09 0.09 0.74 0.74       
Ophiodon elongatus       0.10 0.10   
Orthonopias triacis                     
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Appendix IV. Benthic mean fish biomass density (g/100m2), continued. 
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Taxa Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E.
Oxyjulis californica 1.15 0.25 0.21 0.10 0.16 0.05 0.39 0.13 0.44 0.16
Oxylebius pictus   0.001 0.001 0.008 0.004 0.06 0.02 0.02 0.01
Paralabrax clathratus 3.00 0.73 1.04 0.40 0.07 0.04 0.55 0.18 3.80 0.77
Paralabrax nebulifer 1.03 0.45 0.10 0.06 0.14 0.10   8.08 3.28
Paralichthys californica           
Phanerodon atripes           
Phanerodon furcatus   0.02 0.01     0.06 0.03
Rathbunella alleni           
Rhacochilus toxotes   0.13 0.08 0.04 0.04   0.04 0.04
Rhacochilus vacca 0.17 0.17 0.04 0.03 0.07 0.03 0.14 0.07 0.26 0.15
Rhinogobiops nicholsii   0.00030.0002 0.002 0.001  0.002 0.002
Sardinops sagax           
Scorpaena guttata     0.05 0.05     
Scorpaenichthys marmoratus   0.02 0.02 0.12 0.12     
Sebastes atrovirens   0.08 0.05   0.07 0.03 0.20 0.11
Sebastes auriculatus   0.02 0.02   0.02 0.02   
Sebastes carnatus       0.04 0.03   
Sebastes caurinus       0.02 0.01 0.02 0.02
Sebastes chrysomelas       0.02 0.02 0.04 0.04
Sebastes dalli           
Sebastes miniatus           
Sebastes mystinus         0.002 0.002
Sebastes rastrelliger           
Sebastes serranoides   0.01 0.003    0.004 0.004
Sebastes serranoides flavidus       0.001 0.001  
Sebastes serriceps     0.04 0.04     
Sebastes umbrosus           
Semicossyphus pulcher   0.06 0.06 0.02 0.02   0.04 0.03
Semicossyphus pulcher-Female 3.09 1.36 1.14 0.47 0.83 0.17 0.68 0.17 0.56 0.25
Semicossyphus pulcher-Male 2.31 1.52 0.74 0.32 0.23 0.12 0.62 0.28   
Sphyraena argentea           
Squatina californica           
Stereolepis gigas         3.74 3.74
Trachurus symmetricus         0.09 0.09
Urobatis halleri   0.08 0.08       

 

531



Nearshore Rocky Reefs of Santa Monica Bay 

Vantuna Research Group 83

Appendix IV. Benthic mean fish biomass density (g/100m2), continued. 
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Taxa Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. 
Alloclinus holderi           
Anisotremus davidsonii 2.08 1.92 0.03 0.03     0.05 0.03
Atherinops affinis 0.01 0.01         
Atherinopsis californiensis           
Aulorhynchus flavidus           
Balistes polylepis           
Brachyistius frenatus   0.03 0.03   0.001 0.001   
Caulolatilus princeps           
Cephaloscyllium ventriosum           
Cheilotrema saturnum 0.05 0.04         
Chromis punctipinnis 1.90 0.50 0.01 0.01     0.36 0.14
Clinocottus analis           
Cymatogaster aggregata           
Embiotoca jacksoni 0.98 0.16 0.20 0.10 0.14 0.08 0.11 0.09 0.55 0.16
Gibbonsia elegans           
Girella nigricans 7.75 3.42 1.21 0.54     1.11 0.41
Gobiidae           
Gymnothorax mordax 0.15 0.15         
Halichoeres semicinctus 0.17 0.06 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01   0.29 0.08
Hermosilla azurea 0.02 0.02       0.02 0.02
Heterodontus francisci           
Heterostichus rostratus           
Hexagrammos decagrammus           
Hypsurus caryi 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.004 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.004 0.05 0.03
Hypsypops rubicundus 4.21 1.08 0.37 0.20 1.07 0.81 0.15 0.09 1.14 0.20
Leiocottus hirundo           
Lythrypnus dalli           
Medialuna californiensis 0.07 0.03 0.58 0.53     0.05 0.03
Micrometrus minimus           
Myliobatis californica     0.01 0.01 0.25 0.25   
Ophiodon elongatus 0.07 0.07       0.65 0.47
Orthonopias triacis                     
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Appendix IV. Benthic mean fish biomass density (g/100m2), continued. 
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Taxa Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E.
Oxyjulis californica 0.42 0.13 0.12 0.05 0.16 0.06 0.11 0.04 0.49 0.11
Oxylebius pictus 0.06 0.03 0.002 0.002     0.02 0.01
Paralabrax clathratus 2.40 1.15 0.82 0.18 3.82 1.61 0.17 0.07 0.31 0.09
Paralabrax nebulifer 1.35 0.77 0.40 0.24 0.13 0.13 0.17 0.09 0.48 0.14
Paralichthys californica           
Phanerodon atripes           
Phanerodon furcatus   0.00040.0004    0.002 0.002
Rathbunella alleni           
Rhacochilus toxotes 0.25 0.14       0.13 0.08
Rhacochilus vacca 0.12 0.06 0.05 0.05     0.14 0.06
Rhinogobiops nicholsii 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001     0.01 0.00
Sardinops sagax 0.39 0.39         
Scorpaena guttata       0.00020.0002 0.01 0.01
Scorpaenichthys marmoratus 0.11 0.08       0.05 0.04
Sebastes atrovirens 0.22 0.10 0.02 0.02       
Sebastes auriculatus 0.15 0.13         
Sebastes carnatus 0.02 0.02     0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
Sebastes caurinus           
Sebastes chrysomelas 0.02 0.02       0.00 0.00
Sebastes dalli           
Sebastes miniatus         0.02 0.02
Sebastes mystinus 0.001 0.001       0.02 0.02
Sebastes rastrelliger           
Sebastes serranoides 0.01 0.01         
Sebastes serranoides flavidus           
Sebastes serriceps 0.06 0.04       0.01 0.01
Sebastes umbrosus         0.01 0.01
Semicossyphus pulcher   0.02 0.02     0.02 0.02
Semicossyphus pulcher-Female 2.69 0.87 0.42 0.16 0.94 0.55 0.05 0.04 1.24 0.34
Semicossyphus pulcher-Male 0.80 0.48 0.48 0.28   0.04 0.04 0.50 0.20
Sphyraena argentea           
Squatina californica           
Stereolepis gigas           
Trachurus symmetricus           
Urobatis halleri           
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Appendix IV. Benthic mean fish biomass density (g/100m2), continued. 
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Taxa Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. 
Alloclinus holderi     0.0005 0.0005   
Anisotremus davidsonii     0.34 0.29   
Atherinops affinis         
Atherinopsis californiensis       0.00003 0.00003
Aulorhynchus flavidus         
Balistes polylepis         
Brachyistius frenatus     0.001 0.001 0.01 0.00
Caulolatilus princeps         
Cephaloscyllium ventriosum         
Cheilotrema saturnum     0.12 0.09   
Chromis punctipinnis 0.04 0.03 0.06 0.03 1.00 0.27 0.13 0.12
Clinocottus analis         
Cymatogaster aggregata         
Embiotoca jacksoni 0.13 0.04 0.08 0.03 0.24 0.07 0.74 0.28
Gibsonia elegans         
Girella nigricans 0.16 0.07 0.25 0.09 2.37 1.07 0.42 0.26
Gobiidae sp         
Gymnothorax mordax         
Halichoeres semicinctus 0.06 0.03 0.06 0.02 0.31 0.11 0.02 0.02
Hermosilla azurea         
Heterodontus francisci   0.07 0.05     
Heterostichus rostratus 0.002 0.002   0.000001 0.000001   
Hexagrammos decagrammus         
Hypsurus caryi 0.04 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.58 0.57
Hypsypops rubicundus 0.29 0.09 0.29 0.09 0.44 0.10 0.73 0.23
Leiocottus hirundo         
Lythrypnus dalli 0.00001 0.00001       
Medialuna californiensis   0.08 0.06   0.22 0.22
Micrometrus minimus         
Myliobatis californica     1.25 1.25   
Ophiodon elongatus         
Orthonopias triacis                 
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Appendix IV. Benthic mean fish biomass density (g/100m2), continued. 
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Taxa Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. 
Oxyjulis californica 0.28 0.13 0.13 0.05 0.57 0.13 0.29 0.24 
Oxylebius pictus 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.004 0.01 0.01   
Paralabrax clathratus 0.43 0.16 0.14 0.03 0.78 0.14 2.02 1.08 
Paralabrax nebulifer 0.26 0.13 0.03 0.02 0.10 0.05 0.09 0.06 
Paralichthys californica       0.16 0.16 
Phanerodon atripes         
Phanerodon furcatus       0.09 0.09 
Rathbunella alleni   0.00030.0002 0.0004 0.0004   
Rhacochilus toxotes   0.03 0.02 0.41 0.24 0.06 0.04 
Rhacochilus vacca 0.05 0.03 0.01 0.00 0.24 0.23 0.02 0.02 
Rhinogobiops nicholsii 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Sardinops sagax         
Scorpaena guttata         
Scorpaenichthys marmoratus         
Sebastes atrovirens 0.04 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.02 
Sebastes auriculatus     0.0008 0.0007   
Sebastes carnatus         
Sebastes caurinus   0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01   
Sebastes chrysomelas       0.01 0.01 
Sebastes dalli   0.0010.0007 0.004 0.002   
Sebastes miniatus 0.01 0.0040.00060.0006 0.0002 0.0002   
Sebastes mystinus     0.002 0.002   
Sebastes rastrelliger     0.01 0.01   
Sebastes serranoides   0.00030.0003 0.0004 0.0004 0.0010 0.0010
Sebastes serranoides flavidus         
Sebastes serriceps 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02     
Sebastes umbrosus   0.002 0.002 0.01 0.00   
Semicossyphus pulcher 0.00070.0007 0.08 0.03 0.05 0.03   
Semicossyphus pulcher-Female 0.82 0.29 0.31 0.08 0.50 0.10 0.58 0.23 
Semicossyphus pulcher-Male 0.18 0.12 0.10 0.06 0.30 0.18 0.46 0.24 
Sphyraena argentea     2.54 2.54   
Squatina californica         
Stereolepis gigas         
Trachurus symmetricus 0.01 0.01 0.10 0.10 0.07 0.07   
Urobatis halleri         
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Appendix V.  Mean fish biomass (g/100m2) and standard error for midwater transects 
2007-2008 on natural reefs on the mainland of the Southern California Bight.  
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Taxa Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. 
Anisotremus davidsonii           
Atherinops affinis           
Atherinopsis californiensis           
Aulorhynchus flavidus 0.02 0.02         
Brachyistius frenatus 0.0009 0.0009       0.0003 0.0003
Chromis punctipinnis   0.04 0.04 0.02 0.02 0.18 0.16   
Cymatogaster aggregata           
Embiotoca jacksoni     0.66 0.66 0.03 0.03   
Galeorhinus galeus           
Gibbonsia elegans           
Girella nigricans     2.48 2.48     
Gobiidae sp           
Halichoeres semicinctus           
Hermosilla azurea           
Heterostichus rostratus       0.0004 0.0004   
Hyperprosopon argenteum           
Hypsurus caryi 0.0001 0.0001     0.01 0.01   
Hypsypops rubicundus           
Medialuna californiensis           
Myliobatis californica           
Oxyjulis californica 0.45 0.19 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.58 0.23 0.01 0.01 
Paralabrax clathratus 0.07 0.04   0.16 0.09     
Paralabrax nebulifer   0.01 0.01       
Phanerodon furcatus 0.003 0.003         
Rhacochilus toxotes       0.11 0.11   
Rhacochilus vacca           
Sardinops sagax           
Sebastes atrovirens           
Sebastes auriculatus           
Sebastes mystinus           
Sebastes paucispinus           
Sebastes serranoides           
Semicossyphus pulcher 0.02 0.02         
Semicossyphus pulcher-Female           
Semicossyphus pulcher-Male           
Sphyraena argentea           
Trachurus symmetricus       0.36 0.36   
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Appendix V. Midwater mean fish biomass density (g/100m2), continued. 
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Taxa Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. 
Anisotremus davidsonii           
Atherinops affinis         0.40 0.24 
Atherinopsis californiensis     0.05 0.04 0.83 0.46   
Aulorhynchus flavidus           
Brachyistius frenatus     0.0001 0.00010.0030.003   
Chromis punctipinnis   0.91 0.41 0.07 0.03     
Cymatogaster aggregata           
Embiotoca jacksoni       0.03 0.03   
Galeorhinus galeus           
Gibbonsia elegans           
Girella nigricans       0.13 0.13   
Gobiidae sp           
Halichoeres semicinctus           
Hermosilla azurea           
Heterostichus rostratus     0.0004 0.0003 0.0030.002   
Hyperprosopon argenteum         0.00010.0001
Hypsurus caryi       0.0030.003  
Hypsypops rubicundus       0.06 0.06   
Medialuna californiensis     0.03 0.03 0.06 0.06   
Myliobatis californica           
Oxyjulis californica   0.02 0.02 0.33 0.09 0.34 0.19 0.12 0.09 
Paralabrax clathratus     0.04 0.03 1.43 0.71 0.08 0.05 
Paralabrax nebulifer           
Phanerodon furcatus     0.05 0.02 0.07 0.04   
Rhacochilus toxotes     0.20 0.18 0.08 0.08   
Rhacochilus vacca     0.01 0.01   0.02 0.02 
Sardinops sagax     0.67 0.67     
Sebastes atrovirens     0.02 0.02 0.17 0.10   
Sebastes auriculatus       0.13 0.12   
Sebastes mystinus           
Sebastes paucispinus           
Sebastes serranoides     0.01 0.01     
Semicossyphus pulcher           
Semicossyphus pulcher-Female       0.03 0.02   
Semicossyphus pulcher-Male       0.66 0.41   
Sphyraena argentea           
Trachurus symmetricus           
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Appendix V. Midwater mean fish biomass density (g/100m2), continued. 
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Taxa Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E.
Anisotremus davidsonii           
Atherinops affinis           
Atherinopsis californiensis       0.16 0.10   
Aulorhynchus flavidus     0.003 0.003     
Brachyistius frenatus 0.0003 0.0003   0.0007 0.0007 0.005 0.003   
Chromis punctipinnis 0.22 0.11 0.56 0.27   0.01 0.01 0.24 0.07
Cymatogaster aggregata       0.0004 0.0004   
Embiotoca jacksoni       0.03 0.02 0.05 0.05
Galeorhinus galeus           
Gibbonsia elegans 0.01 0.01         
Girella nigricans         0.34 0.24
Gobiidae sp           
Halichoeres semicinctus 0.01 0.01         
Hermosilla azurea       0.02 0.02   
Heterostichus rostratus 0.001 0.001       0.01 0.01
Hyperprosopon argenteum           
Hypsurus caryi           
Hypsypops rubicundus 0.04 0.03         
Medialuna californiensis       0.17 0.14   
Myliobatis californica         0.42 0.32
Oxyjulis californica 0.06 0.02 0.01 0.01   0.31 0.12 0.33 0.15
Paralabrax clathratus 0.07 0.03     0.53 0.22   
Paralabrax nebulifer           
Phanerodon furcatus       0.08 0.07   
Rhacochilus toxotes 0.005 0.005         
Rhacochilus vacca       0.02 0.02   
Sardinops sagax           
Sebastes atrovirens       0.25 0.18   
Sebastes auriculatus           
Sebastes mystinus           
Sebastes paucispinus           
Sebastes serranoides       0.01 0.01   
Semicossyphus pulcher           
Semicossyphus pulcher-Female 0.004 0.004         
Semicossyphus pulcher-Male           
Sphyraena argentea           
Trachurus symmetricus           
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Appendix V. Midwater mean fish biomass density (g/100m2), continued. 
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Taxa Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E.
Anisotremus davidsonii 0.25 0.22         
Atherinops affinis       0.11 0.07 0.13 0.09
Atherinopsis californiensis       0.28 0.27   
Aulorhynchus flavidus           
Brachyistius frenatus 0.0008 0.0007   0.0009 0.0009 0.03 0.01   
Chromis punctipinnis 0.002 0.002 1.65 0.62 0.01 0.01 0.04 0.03 0.43 0.28
Cymatogaster aggregata           
Embiotoca jacksoni 0.004 0.004 0.01 0.01   0.03 0.03   
Galeorhinus galeus           
Gibbonsia elegans           
Girella nigricans 0.27 0.27         
Gobiidae sp           
Halichoeres semicinctus           
Hermosilla azurea           
Heterostichus rostratus           
Hyperprosopon argenteum           
Hypsurus caryi   0.002 0.002       
Hypsypops rubicundus           
Medialuna californiensis   0.01 0.01   0.02 0.02   
Myliobatis californica           
Oxyjulis californica 0.01 0.01 0.14 0.05 0.15 0.09 1.03 0.33   
Paralabrax clathratus 0.06 0.03     1.18 0.47 0.03 0.03
Paralabrax nebulifer       0.02 0.02   
Phanerodon furcatus       0.05 0.02   
Rhacochilus toxotes       0.08 0.08   
Rhacochilus vacca       0.01 0.01   
Sardinops sagax       0.13 0.13 0.47 0.47
Sebastes atrovirens 0.05 0.04     0.02 0.02   
Sebastes auriculatus           
Sebastes mystinus           
Sebastes paucispinus           
Sebastes serranoides 0.002 0.002         
Semicossyphus pulcher           
Semicossyphus pulcher-Female           
Semicossyphus pulcher-Male           
Sphyraena argentea           
Trachurus symmetricus           
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Appendix V. Midwater mean fish biomass density (g/100m2), continued. 
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Taxa Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. 
Anisotremus davidsonii           
Atherinops affinis       0.02 0.02   
Atherinopsis californiensis       0.08 0.08   
Aulorhynchus flavidus           
Brachyistius frenatus 0.001 0.001   0.01 0.002 0.0004 0.0003 0.001 0.001
Chromis punctipinnis 0.34 0.25 0.01 0.01   1.56 0.85 0.26 0.19
Cymatogaster aggregata           
Embiotoca jacksoni       0.01 0.01   
Galeorhinus galeus         0.73 0.73
Gibbonsia elegans           
Girella nigricans       0.03 0.03 3.82 3.00
Gobiidae sp 3E-06 3E-06         
Halichoeres semicinctus           
Hermosilla azurea           
Heterostichus rostratus 0.01 0.01         
Hyperprosopon argenteum           
Hypsurus caryi   0.01 0.01       
Hypsypops rubicundus       0.03 0.03   
Medialuna californiensis       0.02 0.01 0.02 0.02
Myliobatis californica   0.14 0.14       
Oxyjulis californica 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.04 0.02 0.15 0.05 0.15 0.04
Paralabrax clathratus 0.001 0.001 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.05 0.03 0.33 0.15
Paralabrax nebulifer 0.01 0.01     0.004 0.004 0.04 0.04
Phanerodon furcatus           
Rhacochilus toxotes       0.01 0.01   
Rhacochilus vacca   0.04 0.04   0.07 0.07 0.09 0.09
Sardinops sagax           
Sebastes atrovirens           
Sebastes auriculatus           
Sebastes mystinus           
Sebastes paucispinus           
Sebastes serranoides           
Semicossyphus pulcher 0.02 0.02         
Semicossyphus pulcher-Female         0.01 0.01
Semicossyphus pulcher-Male       0.05 0.05   
Sphyraena argentea           
Trachurus symmetricus                     
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Appendix V. Midwater mean fish biomass density (g/100m2), continued. 
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Taxa Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. 
Anisotremus davidsonii   0.58 0.58   
Atherinops affinis       
Atherinopsis californiensis       
Aulorhynchus flavidus       
Brachyistius frenatus     0.01 0.01
Chromis punctipinnis 0.09 0.07 0.22 0.18 0.10 0.10
Cymatogaster aggregata       
Embiotoca jacksoni       
Galeorhinus galeus       
Gibbonsia elegans       
Girella nigricans   0.003 0.003 0.07 0.07
Gobiidae sp       
Halichoeres semicinctus       
Hermosilla azurea       
Heterostichus rostratus   8.E-07 8.E-07 1.E-06 1.E-06
Hyperprosopon argenteum       
Hypsurus caryi       
Hypsypops rubicundus 0.01 0.01     
Medialuna californiensis       
Myliobatis californica       
Oxyjulis californica 0.05 0.03 0.31 0.13 0.30 0.13
Paralabrax clathratus 0.02 0.01 0.58 0.31 0.07 0.07
Paralabrax nebulifer   0.01 0.01   
Phanerodon furcatus       
Rhacochilus toxotes       
Rhacochilus vacca 0.004 0.004     
Sardinops sagax       
Sebastes atrovirens       
Sebastes auriculatus       
Sebastes mystinus 0.01 0.01     
Sebastes paucispinus 0.003 0.003     
Sebastes serranoides   0.01 0.01   
Semicossyphus pulcher       
Semicossyphus pulcher-Female       
Semicossyphus pulcher-Male       
Sphyraena argentea 0.94 0.66     
Trachurus symmetricus 0.13 0.13         
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Appendix VI.  Mean fish biomass (g/100m2) and standard error for canopy transects 
2007-2008 on natural reefs on the mainland of the Southern California Bight. 
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Taxa Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. 
Atherinops affinis 0.009 0.009 0.089 0.053 0.025 0.025     
Atherinopsidae         0.086 0.049 
Atherinopsis californiensis 0.00010.0001         
Aulorhynchus flavidus         0.007 0.004 
Brachyistius frenatus 0.002 0.001 0.003 0.003     0.010 0.003 
Chromis punctipinnis   0.182 0.142       
Embiotoca jacksoni           
Girella nigricans 0.053 0.053         
Gobiidae           
Halichoeres semicinctus           
Heterostichus rostratus 0.005 0.004         
Hypsypops rubicundus           
Medialuna californiensis           
Myliobatis californica           
Oxyjulis californica 0.084 0.051 0.269 0.216 0.145 0.113   0.000040.00004
Paralabrax clathratus 0.191 0.113   0.001 0.001     
Phanerodon atripes           
Phanerodon furcatus         0.001 0.001 
Rhacochilus vacca         0.006 0.006 
Sebastes atrovirens           
Sebastes auriculatus           
Sebastes juv-brown complex           
Trachurus symmetricus           
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Appendix VI. Canopy mean fish biomass density (g/100m2), continued. 
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Taxa Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E.
Atherinops affinis 0.408 0.151 0.001 0.001   0.053 0.032   
Atherinopsidae           
Atherinopsis californiensis 0.130 0.130 0.222 0.131 0.016 0.016 0.321 0.264   
Aulorhynchus flavidus           
Brachyistius frenatus 0.008 0.004 0.004 0.002 0.006 0.003 0.003 0.001   
Chromis punctipinnis 0.051 0.023 0.006 0.006   0.012 0.012   
Embiotoca jacksoni   0.020 0.020   0.008 0.008   
Girella nigricans           
Gobiidae           
Halichoeres semicinctus           
Heterostichus rostratus 0.001 0.0004 0.005 0.002   0.003 0.002   
Hypsypops rubicundus       0.031 0.031   
Medialuna californiensis   0.010 0.010       
Myliobatis californica       0.829 0.829   
Oxyjulis californica 0.249 0.112 0.085 0.037 0.110 0.061 0.328 0.194   
Paralabrax clathratus 0.013 0.013 0.061 0.061 0.068 0.049     
Phanerodon atripes           
Phanerodon furcatus 0.016 0.013   0.002 0.002     
Rhacochilus vacca           
Sebastes atrovirens   0.021 0.017 0.018 0.012     
Sebastes auriculatus 0.003 0.003 0.004 0.003       
Sebastes juv-brown complex           
Trachurus symmetricus                     
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Appendix VI. Canopy mean fish biomass density (g/100m2), continued. 
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Taxa Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E.
Atherinops affinis 0.138 0.092 0.016 0.016   0.161 0.151 0.086 0.069
Atherinopsidae           
Atherinopsis californiensis 0.208 0.174     1.085 0.682 0.071 0.071
Aulorhynchus flavidus           
Brachyistius frenatus 0.039 0.023 0.003 0.003 0.022 0.022 0.057 0.021 0.004 0.003
Chromis punctipinnis 0.0010.0003 0.034 0.034 0.090 0.090     
Embiotoca jacksoni           
Girella nigricans           
Gobiidae           
Halichoeres semicinctus           
Heterostichus rostratus 0.011 0.011     0.001 0.001   
Hypsypops rubicundus           
Medialuna californiensis           
Myliobatis californica           
Oxyjulis californica 0.198 0.117 0.017 0.009 0.038 0.038 0.227 0.088 0.002 0.002
Paralabrax clathratus 0.020 0.020     0.079 0.047   
Phanerodon atripes       0.009 0.009   
Phanerodon furcatus 0.002 0.002 0.021 0.021   0.004 0.004   
Rhacochilus vacca           
Sebastes atrovirens 0.016 0.007 0.013 0.013   0.038 0.021   
Sebastes auriculatus       0.001 0.001   
Sebastes juv-brown complex           
Trachurus symmetricus     0.011 0.011     
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Appendix VI. Canopy mean fish biomass density (g/100m2), continued. 
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Taxa Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E.
Atherinops affinis   0.196 0.122 0.070 0.070 0.002 0.002   
Atherinopsidae           
Atherinopsis californiensis   0.050 0.029     0.015 0.015
Aulorhynchus flavidus           
Brachyistius frenatus 0.001 0.001 0.009 0.004 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001
Chromis punctipinnis 0.038 0.016 0.016 0.011       
Embiotoca jacksoni           
Girella nigricans   3.766 3.238 0.007 0.007 0.054 0.054   
Gobiidae           
Halichoeres semicinctus   0.002 0.002       
Heterostichus rostratus       0.004 0.003   
Hypsypops rubicundus           
Medialuna californiensis   0.061 0.035       
Myliobatis californica       11.63511.635   
Oxyjulis californica 0.018 0.018 0.206 0.138 0.007 0.005 0.010 0.009 0.005 0.005
Paralabrax clathratus   0.049 0.046   0.170 0.150 0.079 0.079
Phanerodon atripes           
Phanerodon furcatus           
Rhacochilus vacca           
Sebastes atrovirens           
Sebastes auriculatus           
Sebastes juv-brown complex           
Trachurus symmetricus           
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Appendix VII.  Density (100m2) of invertebrates and algae by depth zone in Santa 
Monica Bay, 2007-2008. 
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Big Rock Inner     2.5      
Bunker Point Inner 27.5          
Bunker Point Middle 1.7      1.7    
Bunker Point Outer       7.5    
Deep Hole Middle    0.8 11.7      
Deep Hole Outer  4.2  0.8 38.3      
El Matador East Middle 0.8      6.7    
El Matador West Middle 8.3      25.0    
Encinal Canyon East Inner  4.2  3.3   16.7    
Encinal Canyon East Middle  0.8     10.0    
Encinal Canyon West Inner  9.2     0.8    
Encinal Canyon West Middle 0.8      63.3    
Escondido Inner     0.8      
Escondido Middle  1.7   2.5  0.8    
Escondido East Inner  5.0  0.8   3.3    
Escondido East Middle  6.7     5.0    
Escondido West Inner           
Escondido West Middle       2.5    
Flat Rock Inner           
Flat Rock Middle     5.0      
Flat Rock Outer  1.7   5.8  1.7    
Flat Rock North Inner    5.8   0.8    
Flat Rock North Middle           
Flat Rock North Outer    13.3   0.8    
Flat Rock South Inner 5.0      0.8    
Flat Rock South Middle 0.8      9.2    
Leo Carillo Inner  23.3   27.5      
Leo Carillo Middle  11.7   53.3  0.8    
Leo Carillo Outer 0.8    66.7      
Leo Carillo East Inner       0.8    
Leo Carillo East Middle  14.2     9.2    
Leo Carillo East Outer       26.7    
Leo Carillo West Inner  11.7     30.8    
Leo Carillo West Middle 4.2   0.8   20.0    
Little Dume Inner  5.8   0.8      
Little Dume Middle           
Little Dume Outer  1.7   58.3      
Little Dume East Inner 1.7 0.8  0.8   2.5    
Little Dume East Middle  3.3     5.0    
Little Dume East Outer    2.5   15.0    
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Appendix VII.  Invertebrate and algal densities.  
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Little Dume West Inner 6.7   0.8   0.8    
Little Dume West Middle  6.7  7.5   10.8   1.7 
Little Dume West Outer       35.0    
Long Point East Inner  11.7  7.5   22.5    
Long Point East Middle  5.0  10.8   60.0    
Long Point East Outer  7.5     49.2    
Long Point West Inner  78.3  2.5   30.0    
Long Point West Middle  7.5     46.7    
Nicholas Canyon Middle 1.7    30.8      
Nicholas Canyon Outer     58.3      
Nicholas Canyon East Middle 1.7      15.8    
Nicholas Canyon East Outer       57.5    
Nicholas Canyon West Middle 0.8 1.7     6.7    
Nicholas Canyon West Outer 10.0      123.3    
Point Dume '08 Middle  55.0 1.7  18.3      
Point Dume '07 Middle  0.8  0.8   6.7    
Point Fermin Inner 13.3 4.2   3.3  1.7    
Point Fermin Middle 19.2 5.0     26.7    
Point Fermin Outer 1.7      10.8    
Point Fermin West Inner  13.3         
Point Fermin West Middle  3.3   8.3      
Point Fermin West Outer     16.7      
Point Vicente Inner  68.3   10.0      
Point Vicente Middle  14.2   55.8      
Point Vicente Outer  20.0   18.3      
Point Vicente East Inner 0.8   1.7   21.7    
Point Vicente East Middle  10.0  7.5   29.2    
Point Vicente East Outer  5.0  4.2   33.3    
Point Vicente West Deep 0.8      60.8    
Point Vicente West Inner 29.2 13.3  0.8   22.5    
Point Vicente West Middle 21.7 2.5  4.2   39.2    
Point Vicente West Outer 5.8      110.0    
Resort Point Deep     51.7  0.8  0.8  
Resort Point Inner  3.3   19.2      
Resort Point Middle     29.2      
Resort Point Outer  0.8   10.8      
Ridges Deep           
Ridges Inner  0.8         
Ridges Middle     4.2      
Ridges Outer           
Ridges North Deep       23.3    
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Appendix VII.  Invertebrate and algal densities. 
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Ridges North Inner           
Ridges North Middle       1.7    
Ridges North Outer       3.3    
Ridges South Deep       2.5    
Ridges South Inner           
Ridges South Middle           
Ridges South Outer           
Rocky Point Deep     15.8      
Rocky Point Inner           
Rocky Point Middle           
Rocky Point Outer     0.8      
Rocky Point North Deep       13.3    
Rocky Point North Inner           
Rocky Point North Middle           
Rocky Point North Outer           
Rocky Point South Deep      0.8 37.5    
Rocky Point South Inner  0.8     15.0    
Rocky Point South Middle           
Rocky Point South Outer       0.8    
3 Palms Inner           
3 Palms Middle     1.7      
3 Palms East Inner  5.0     0.8 5.8   
3 Palms East Middle  2.5     3.3    
3 Palms East Outer   2.5    11.7    
3 Palms West Inner           
3 Palms West Middle   0.8    13.3    
3 Palms West Outer  0.8     7.5    
Whites Point Inner 9.2 9.2     5.8    
Whites Point Middle 9.2 9.2     1.7    
Whites Point Outer 13.3 5.0     7.5    
Whites Point West Inner 6.7    0.8      
Whites Point West Middle 2.5 1.7   24.2      
Whites Point West Outer     1.7      
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Appendix VII.  Invertebrate and algal densities.  
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Big Rock Inner      0.8    0.8 
Bunker Point Inner          17.5 
Bunker Point Middle          2.5 
Bunker Point Outer 1.7         1.7 
Deep Hole Middle           
Deep Hole Outer           
El Matador East Middle           
El Matador West Middle           
Encinal Canyon East Inner          9.2 
Encinal Canyon East Middle           
Encinal Canyon West Inner           
Encinal Canyon West Middle           
Escondido Inner           
Escondido Middle           
Escondido East Inner          0.8 
Escondido East Middle           
Escondido West Inner           
Escondido West Middle           
Flat Rock Inner          16.7 
Flat Rock Middle          0.8 
Flat Rock Outer      7.5     
Flat Rock North Inner      1.7  11.7   
Flat Rock North Middle           
Flat Rock North Outer        5.0   
Flat Rock South Inner          7.5 
Flat Rock South Middle           
Leo Carillo Inner          66.7 
Leo Carillo Middle 1.7         8.3 
Leo Carillo Outer          1.7 
Leo Carillo East Inner           
Leo Carillo East Middle           
Leo Carillo East Outer     1.7      
Leo Carillo West Inner           
Leo Carillo West Middle           
Little Dume Inner          5.8 
Little Dume Middle           
Little Dume Outer           
Little Dume East Inner          5.0 
Little Dume East Middle          4.2 
Little Dume East Outer          2.5 
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Appendix VII.  Invertebrate and algal densities.  
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Little Dume West Inner 0.8   70.8       
Little Dume West Middle 0.8   1.7       
Little Dume West Outer    22.5       
Long Point East Inner          60.8 
Long Point East Middle      1.7    17.5 
Long Point East Outer      1.7     
Long Point West Inner           
Long Point West Middle      0.8     
Nicholas Canyon Middle          4.2 
Nicholas Canyon Outer      1.7     
Nicholas Canyon East Middle           
Nicholas Canyon East Outer           
Nicholas Canyon West Middle           
Nicholas Canyon West Outer           
Point Dume '08 Middle           
Point Dume '07 Middle          12.5 
Point Fermin Inner 10.8   18.3      125.0 
Point Fermin Middle 14.2        0.8  
Point Fermin Outer     0.8 0.8   2.5  
Point Fermin West Inner          110.0 
Point Fermin West Middle           
Point Fermin West Outer          4.2 
Point Vicente Inner           
Point Vicente Middle      3.3    1.7 
Point Vicente Outer      7.5     
Point Vicente East Inner 3.3   0.8       
Point Vicente East Middle           
Point Vicente East Outer           
Point Vicente West Deep         2.5  
Point Vicente West Inner           
Point Vicente West Middle          6.7 
Point Vicente West Outer 49.2     0.8     
Resort Point Deep     0.8      
Resort Point Inner          10.0 
Resort Point Middle          32.5 
Resort Point Outer          0.8 
Ridges Deep           
Ridges Inner          14.2 
Ridges Middle          22.5 
Ridges Outer 0.8         1.7 
Ridges North Deep 0.8   1.7    55.8   
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Appendix VII.  Invertebrate and algal densities.  
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Ridges North Inner   0.8       5.0 
Ridges North Middle           
Ridges North Outer 2.5       3.3   
Ridges South Deep        35.8   
Ridges South Inner           
Ridges South Middle         0.8  
Ridges South Outer          4.2 
Rocky Point Deep         0.8  
Rocky Point Inner          3.3 
Rocky Point Middle          66.7 
Rocky Point Outer           
Rocky Point North Deep 0.8      0.8  0.8  
Rocky Point North Inner 12.5     0.8   0.8 47.5 
Rocky Point North Middle           
Rocky Point North Outer 17.5          
Rocky Point South Deep  0.8       0.8  
Rocky Point South Inner           
Rocky Point South Middle          23.3 
Rocky Point South Outer 1.7         6.7 
3 Palms Inner          40.8 
3 Palms Middle          12.5 
3 Palms East Inner           
3 Palms East Middle          50.0 
3 Palms East Outer          39.2 
3 Palms West Inner           
3 Palms West Middle      1.7    11.7 
3 Palms West Outer           
Whites Point Inner 0.8         56.7 
Whites Point Middle          56.7 
Whites Point Outer 10.0   3.3     6.7 9.2 
Whites Point West Inner          98.3 
Whites Point West Middle          56.7 
Whites Point West Outer          32.5 
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Appendix VII.  Invertebrate and algal densities.  
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Big Rock Inner      4.2 16.7    
Bunker Point Inner      36.7     
Bunker Point Middle           
Bunker Point Outer           
Deep Hole Middle           
Deep Hole Outer           
El Matador East Middle           
El Matador West Middle  0.8  3.3       
Encinal Canyon East Inner           
Encinal Canyon East Middle      0.8     
Encinal Canyon West Inner           
Encinal Canyon West Middle           
Escondido Inner           
Escondido Middle  3.3         
Escondido East Inner           
Escondido East Middle           
Escondido West Inner           
Escondido West Middle           
Flat Rock Inner           
Flat Rock Middle      0.8     
Flat Rock Outer    1.7       
Flat Rock North Inner           
Flat Rock North Middle           
Flat Rock North Outer           
Flat Rock South Inner           
Flat Rock South Middle           
Leo Carillo Inner           
Leo Carillo Middle           
Leo Carillo Outer           
Leo Carillo East Inner    0.8  0.8     
Leo Carillo East Middle           
Leo Carillo East Outer  2.5         
Leo Carillo West Inner    2.5  0.8     
Leo Carillo West Middle           
Little Dume Inner      1.7     
Little Dume Middle           
Little Dume Outer           
Little Dume East Inner      2.5     
Little Dume East Middle       1.7    
Little Dume East Outer           
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Appendix VII.  Invertebrate and algal densities.  
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Little Dume West Inner      10.8     
Little Dume West Middle           
Little Dume West Outer           
Long Point East Inner      29.2 35.0    
Long Point East Middle      6.7 2.5    
Long Point East Outer           
Long Point West Inner       5.8    
Long Point West Middle           
Nicholas Canyon Middle           
Nicholas Canyon Outer           
Nicholas Canyon East Middle           
Nicholas Canyon East Outer  0.8         
Nicholas Canyon West Middle  1.7         
Nicholas Canyon West Outer           
Point Dume '08 Middle       10.0  0.8  
Point Dume '07 Middle      2.5 0.8    
Point Fermin Inner           
Point Fermin Middle           
Point Fermin Outer           
Point Fermin West Inner      89.2     
Point Fermin West Middle           
Point Fermin West Outer           
Point Vicente Inner      7.5 24.2    
Point Vicente Middle         4.2  
Point Vicente Outer      0.8 0.8  8.3  
Point Vicente East Inner           
Point Vicente East Middle       0.8    
Point Vicente East Outer           
Point Vicente West Deep         2.5  
Point Vicente West Inner           
Point Vicente West Middle       0.8    
Point Vicente West Outer         1.7  
Resort Point Deep        0.8 1.7  
Resort Point Inner      2.5 0.8    
Resort Point Middle           
Resort Point Outer      2.5 3.3    
Ridges Deep           
Ridges Inner      0.8 0.8    
Ridges Middle   16.7        
Ridges Outer      0.8    0.8 
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Appendix VII.  Invertebrate and algal densities.  
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Ridges North Inner       0.8    
Ridges North Middle           
Ridges North Outer           
Ridges South Deep           
Ridges South Inner           
Ridges South Middle           
Ridges South Outer           
Rocky Point Deep         0.8  
Rocky Point Inner           
Rocky Point Middle           
Rocky Point Outer           
Rocky Point North Deep     0.8    2.5  
Rocky Point North Inner       16.7    
Rocky Point North Middle      0.8     
Rocky Point North Outer           
Rocky Point South Deep 7.5          
Rocky Point South Inner      0.8 5.8    
Rocky Point South Middle           
Rocky Point South Outer           
3 Palms Inner      26.7     
3 Palms Middle           
3 Palms East Inner           
3 Palms East Middle           
3 Palms East Outer           
3 Palms West Inner      0.8     
3 Palms West Middle           
3 Palms West Outer           
Whites Point Inner      4.2     
Whites Point Middle  0.8         
Whites Point Outer           
Whites Point West Inner      4.2     
Whites Point West Middle           
Whites Point West Outer       78.3    
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Appendix VII.  Invertebrate and algal densities.  
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Big Rock Inner           
Bunker Point Inner   6.7        
Bunker Point Middle   14.2        
Bunker Point Outer   5.8        
Deep Hole Middle           
Deep Hole Outer   2.5     2.5  4.2 
El Matador East Middle   5.0        
El Matador West Middle   15.8        
Encinal Canyon East Inner           
Encinal Canyon East Middle           
Encinal Canyon West Inner           
Encinal Canyon West Middle   1.7        
Escondido Inner           
Escondido Middle   0.8        
Escondido East Inner           
Escondido East Middle        1.7   
Escondido West Inner           
Escondido West Middle   1.7     0.8  7.5 
Flat Rock Inner       7.5    
Flat Rock Middle   4.2    5.0    
Flat Rock Outer   21.7   0.8 2.5    
Flat Rock North Inner     0.8  74.2    
Flat Rock North Middle   1.7    7.5    
Flat Rock North Outer   4.2    0.8 1.7 0.8  
Flat Rock South Inner   6.7    21.7    
Flat Rock South Middle   16.7    25.8    
Leo Carillo Inner           
Leo Carillo Middle        0.8   
Leo Carillo Outer  0.8 13.3 0.8   0.8 5.0  1.7 
Leo Carillo East Inner   0.8        
Leo Carillo East Middle   4.2        
Leo Carillo East Outer  0.8         
Leo Carillo West Inner   2.5    0.8    
Leo Carillo West Middle   3.3     0.8   
Little Dume Inner    10.0   0.8    
Little Dume Middle    20.8       
Little Dume Outer   12.5 0.8       
Little Dume East Inner   4.2        
Little Dume East Middle   11.7 5.0     0.8  
Little Dume East Outer   13.3 4.2     0.8  
Little Dume West Inner   0.8 7.5 9.2      
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Appendix VII.  Invertebrate and algal densities.  
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Little Dume West Middle   12.5        
Little Dume West Outer   17.5      0.8 16.7 
Long Point East Inner   14.2    3.3    
Long Point East Middle   11.7    3.3    
Long Point East Outer   5.0    4.2   36.7 
Long Point West Inner   7.5    1.7    
Long Point West Middle   25.8    0.8 1.7   
Nicholas Canyon Middle   4.2 2.5       
Nicholas Canyon Outer   0.8     6.7   
Nicholas Canyon East Middle   3.3      0.8  
Nicholas Canyon East Outer   13.3     8.3   
Nicholas Canyon West Middle   5.0        
Nicholas Canyon West Outer   13.3    3.3 1.7 1.7  
Point Dume '08 Middle           
Point Dume '07 Middle           
Point Fermin Inner   52.5        
Point Fermin Middle   14.2        
Point Fermin Outer   2.5        
Point Fermin West Inner   5.8    4.2    
Point Fermin West Middle   0.8        
Point Fermin West Outer   0.8        
Point Vicente Inner   20.8        
Point Vicente Middle   0.8        
Point Vicente Outer   2.5        
Point Vicente East Inner   2.5    6.7    
Point Vicente East Middle   31.7    1.7 17.5   
Point Vicente East Outer   24.2    1.7 24.2   
Point Vicente West Deep   2.5    0.8    
Point Vicente West Inner   17.5    1.7    
Point Vicente West Middle   10.8    1.7    
Point Vicente West Outer   3.3    2.5    
Resort Point Deep  0.8 16.7 3.3   2.5 20.8  1.7 
Resort Point Inner   15.0 2.5   1.7    
Resort Point Middle   4.2    1.7    
Resort Point Outer   3.3        
Ridges Deep  6.7 5.8 143.3   8.3 5.0   
Ridges Inner       9.2    
Ridges Middle   4.2    11.7    
Ridges Outer  1.7 0.8 32.5 5.0  0.8    
Ridges North Deep  1.7 9.2 54.2   4.2 16.7   
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Appendix VII.  Invertebrate and algal densities.  
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Ridges North Inner   10.8    21.7    
Ridges North Middle   1.7    11.7    
Ridges North Outer  1.7 11.7 2.5       
Ridges South Deep  2.5 0.8 95.8    7.5   
Ridges South Inner       2.5    
Ridges South Middle       50.0    
Ridges South Outer   1.7 25.0 3.3  0.8    
Rocky Point Deep  2.5 5.0    3.3 2.5   
Rocky Point Inner           
Rocky Point Middle     120.8  13.3    
Rocky Point Outer      1.7 10.0    
Rocky Point North Deep 10.0 6.7 4.2 34.2   4.2 1.7   
Rocky Point North Inner   7.5    10.0    
Rocky Point North Middle     30.8  7.5    
Rocky Point North Outer  2.5  72.5 70.0  1.7    
Rocky Point South Deep  0.8 6.7 5.8   3.3 5.0   
Rocky Point South Inner   4.2        
Rocky Point South Middle   2.5    17.5    
Rocky Point South Outer   3.3    5.8    
3 Palms Inner     4.2      
3 Palms Middle   8.3        
3 Palms East Inner     105.8  17.5    
3 Palms East Middle    8.3 28.3      
3 Palms East Outer   2.5        
3 Palms West Inner     120.0      
3 Palms West Middle   16.7  150.0      
3 Palms West Outer     137.5      
Whites Point Inner   14.2      0.8  
Whites Point Middle   3.3  13.3      
Whites Point Outer   13.3  22.5      
Whites Point West Inner   14.2    5.0    
Whites Point West Middle           
Whites Point West Outer   15.0  2.5     1.7 
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Appendix VII.  Invertebrate and algal densities.  
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Big Rock Inner 51.7    135.0 6.7     
Bunker Point Inner 24.2  6.7        
Bunker Point Middle 26.7    3.3  1.7  0.8  
Bunker Point Outer 35.8    55.0 4.2     
Deep Hole Middle 19.2  3.3  11.7 0.8     
Deep Hole Outer 5.0  0.8  36.7 3.3     
El Matador East Middle 25.8          
El Matador West Middle 16.7  0.8  5.0 2.5   0.8  
Encinal Canyon East Inner 22.5    2.5      
Encinal Canyon East Middle 15.0          
Encinal Canyon West Inner 22.5  0.8  26.7      
Encinal Canyon West Middle 15.8    61.7      
Escondido Inner 30.0    1.7 1.7     
Escondido Middle 25.8    20.8 6.7     
Escondido East Inner 17.5  0.8  38.3 10.0     
Escondido East Middle 33.3    85.8 75.8     
Escondido West Inner 21.7          
Escondido West Middle 60.0    39.2 13.3     
Flat Rock Inner 57.5  0.8        
Flat Rock Middle 31.7          
Flat Rock Outer 21.7   1.7 18.3 0.8     
Flat Rock North Inner 45.8  1.7        
Flat Rock North Middle 34.2    9.2 2.5     
Flat Rock North Outer 28.3    52.5 1.7   2.5  
Flat Rock South Inner 43.3       0.8   
Flat Rock South Middle 26.7    26.7 1.7     
Leo Carillo Inner 15.0  5.0  0.8 12.5     
Leo Carillo Middle 22.5  2.5  49.2 0.8     
Leo Carillo Outer 29.2    24.2 3.3     
Leo Carillo East Inner 6.7          
Leo Carillo East Middle 19.2    3.3 1.7     
Leo Carillo East Outer 20.8    6.7      
Leo Carillo West Inner 25.8  9.2  45.8 3.3     
Leo Carillo West Middle 7.5  1.7  58.3 65.0   1.7  
Little Dume Inner 24.2    11.7 10.0     
Little Dume Middle 15.0  1.7  2.5      
Little Dume Outer 32.5 2.5 9.2  33.3 7.5     
Little Dume East Inner 13.3    65.8 25.0     
Little Dume East Middle 11.7    12.5 10.0     
Little Dume East Outer 39.2    18.3 7.5     
Little Dume West Inner 15.0          
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Appendix VII.  Invertebrate and algal densities.  
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Little Dume West Middle 29.2  0.8  12.5      
Little Dume West Outer 2.5    19.2      
Long Point East Inner 35.8  41.7  0.8      
Long Point East Middle 10.0  8.3  15.0 0.8     
Long Point East Outer   10.0  34.2 3.3     
Long Point West Inner   13.3        
Long Point West Middle   5.0  14.2 1.7     
Nicholas Canyon Middle 19.2    5.8 0.8     
Nicholas Canyon Outer 45.0    60.8 0.8     
Nicholas Canyon East Middle 21.7    0.8 0.8     
Nicholas Canyon East Outer 19.2    55.8 0.8     
Nicholas Canyon West Middle 16.7    25.0      
Nicholas Canyon West Outer 30.0    46.7 6.7     
Point Dume '08 Middle 6.7 0.8 8.3  100.0 2.5   0.8  
Point Dume '07 Middle 5.0    100.8      
Point Fermin Inner 0.8  16.7   3.3     
Point Fermin Middle 10.0  0.8  25.0    3.3  
Point Fermin Outer     26.7 4.2     
Point Fermin West Inner 26.7  5.8        
Point Fermin West Middle 30.0  5.8  23.3 5.0     
Point Fermin West Outer 147.5    57.5 1.7     
Point Vicente Inner 57.5  8.3        
Point Vicente Middle 25.8  1.7        
Point Vicente Outer 36.7  5.8  0.8      
Point Vicente East Inner           
Point Vicente East Middle   0.8  27.5 3.3     
Point Vicente East Outer 1.7    52.5 8.3     
Point Vicente West Deep   2.5  9.2 0.8     
Point Vicente West Inner 1.7  1.7        
Point Vicente West Middle 12.5  4.2  9.2 1.7     
Point Vicente West Outer   3.3  9.2      
Resort Point Deep 11.7    26.7     0.8 
Resort Point Inner 68.3       1.7   
Resort Point Middle 94.2          
Resort Point Outer 130.8  3.3  2.5      
Ridges Deep     18.3 8.3     
Ridges Inner 128.3  0.8        
Ridges Middle 72.5          
Ridges Outer 16.7    2.5 1.7     
Ridges North Deep     50.0 0.8     
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Appendix VII.  Invertebrate and algal densities.  
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Ridges North Inner 35.0      4.2    
Ridges North Middle 22.5  0.8  3.3      
Ridges North Outer 2.5  3.3  19.2      
Ridges South Deep     42.5 5.0     
Ridges South Inner 4.2          
Ridges South Middle 12.5    0.8  0.8    
Ridges South Outer 40.0    1.7      
Rocky Point Deep     10.0     0.8 
Rocky Point Inner 101.7          
Rocky Point Middle 1.7  0.8        
Rocky Point Outer 19.2    5.0      
Rocky Point North Deep     3.3 2.5     
Rocky Point North Inner 41.7  2.5        
Rocky Point North Middle           
Rocky Point North Outer           
Rocky Point South Deep   0.8  0.8      
Rocky Point South Inner 12.5  6.7        
Rocky Point South Middle 23.3    1.7      
Rocky Point South Outer 25.0  0.8  0.8      
3 Palms Inner 50.0      0.8    
3 Palms Middle 20.0  0.8    1.7    
3 Palms East Inner 5.0  4.2        
3 Palms East Middle 5.8  0.8        
3 Palms East Outer 19.2  0.8  2.5      
3 Palms West Inner 16.7  9.2    5.8    
3 Palms West Middle 12.5  5.0    3.3    
3 Palms West Outer 15.0          
Whites Point Inner 3.3  2.5    2.5    
Whites Point Middle 13.3    69.2 1.7 0.8    
Whites Point Outer 20.8    25.8      
Whites Point West Inner 31.7  9.2        
Whites Point West Middle 34.2    0.8      
Whites Point West Outer 37.5  0.8  33.3 3.3     
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Appendix VII.  Invertebrate and algal densities.  
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Big Rock Inner         20.8  
Bunker Point Inner  0.8   9.2  26.7  21.7  
Bunker Point Middle 1.7    4.2 1.7 11.7  59.2  
Bunker Point Outer 5.0    9.2  8.3  6.7  
Deep Hole Middle      2.5 22.5  10.0  
Deep Hole Outer     3.3  15.0  10.8  
El Matador East Middle 14.2    6.7 1.7 15.8  3.3  
El Matador West Middle 1.7    11.7  12.5    
Encinal Canyon East Inner     0.8  6.7  7.5  
Encinal Canyon East Middle       0.8 5.0 2.5  
Encinal Canyon West Inner  0.8   1.7  6.7    
Encinal Canyon West Middle     4.2  51.7    
Escondido Inner      20.8 12.5    
Escondido Middle 16.7     15.8 6.7    
Escondido East Inner  0.8   0.8  8.3  83.3  
Escondido East Middle  0.8   1.7 5.8 8.3  1.7  
Escondido West Inner      13.3 3.3  1.7  
Escondido West Middle     2.5 13.3 16.7  19.2  
Flat Rock Inner       7.5    
Flat Rock Middle       18.3    
Flat Rock Outer 0.8      5.0   0.8 
Flat Rock North Inner  1.7     10.8    
Flat Rock North Middle       5.0    
Flat Rock North Outer       4.2    
Flat Rock South Inner  2.5     2.5  10.0  
Flat Rock South Middle 0.8    0.8 0.8 6.7  143.3  
Leo Carillo Inner       30.8    
Leo Carillo Middle    2.5   11.7    
Leo Carillo Outer       25.0    
Leo Carillo East Inner         0.8  
Leo Carillo East Middle     0.8  13.3  0.8  
Leo Carillo East Outer 1.7      10.8    
Leo Carillo West Inner       25.8    
Leo Carillo West Middle     1.7  5.8    
Little Dume Inner       10.8  120.0  
Little Dume Middle       6.7  115.8  
Little Dume Outer      3.3 36.7  14.2  
Little Dume East Inner      0.8 2.5  28.3  
Little Dume East Middle     1.7  9.2  97.5  
Little Dume East Outer     2.5  6.7  44.2  
Little Dume West Inner       10.0  40.0  
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Appendix VII.  Invertebrate and algal densities.  
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Little Dume West Middle    0.8  0.8 13.3  110.0  
Little Dume West Outer 50.8  5.8   16.7 0.8    
Long Point East Inner  0.8   5.0  20.0    
Long Point East Middle     5.8  24.2    
Long Point East Outer      0.8 16.7    
Long Point West Inner     1.7 0.8 28.3    
Long Point West Middle       22.5    
Nicholas Canyon Middle      0.8 17.5  16.7  
Nicholas Canyon Outer       11.7  0.8  
Nicholas Canyon East Middle 0.8    0.8  9.2  4.2  
Nicholas Canyon East Outer 4.2    5.8  13.3    
Nicholas Canyon West Middle 0.8    0.8  10.8  1.7  
Nicholas Canyon West Outer 10.0 1.7   5.0 8.3 11.7    
Point Dume '08 Middle     0.8  11.7    
Point Dume '07 Middle     4.2  2.5    
Point Fermin Inner     3.3  21.7  71.7  
Point Fermin Middle 10.8   0.8 12.5 6.7 26.7    
Point Fermin Outer 3.3    1.7 4.2 15.8    
Point Fermin West Inner  0.8     6.7  115.8  
Point Fermin West Middle     0.8 2.5 22.5  57.5  
Point Fermin West Outer      2.5 14.2  31.7  
Point Vicente Inner     3.3  25.0    
Point Vicente Middle     1.7  55.8    
Point Vicente Outer     32.5 0.8 129.2    
Point Vicente East Inner  0.8   2.5  10.0    
Point Vicente East Middle    0.8 1.7  33.3    
Point Vicente East Outer    0.8 3.3 1.7 11.7    
Point Vicente West Deep     1.7 0.8 17.5  0.8  
Point Vicente West Inner     6.7  5.8  0.8  
Point Vicente West Middle     0.8 0.8 23.3    
Point Vicente West Outer     6.7  67.5    
Resort Point Deep     2.5  12.5  1.7  
Resort Point Inner       13.3    
Resort Point Middle    0.8 0.8  2.5    
Resort Point Outer      1.7 15.8  15.0  
Ridges Deep       7.5    
Ridges Inner  5.8     2.5  85.0  
Ridges Middle  0.8     6.7  150.0  
Ridges Outer       5.0  47.5  
Ridges North Deep  2.5   0.8  4.2    
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Appendix VII.  Invertebrate and algal densities.  
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Ridges North Inner       3.3  5.8  
Ridges North Middle       20.8  170.0  
Ridges North Outer  0.8     25.0  4.2  
Ridges South Deep       3.3    
Ridges South Inner       12.5  78.3  
Ridges South Middle  1.7     1.7  305.0  
Ridges South Outer       0.8  97.5  
Rocky Point Deep     0.8  3.3  100.0  
Rocky Point Inner         70.0  
Rocky Point Middle     2.5  5.0  15.0  
Rocky Point Outer     0.8  10.8  65.0  
Rocky Point North Deep    1.7 2.5  2.5    
Rocky Point North Inner  3.3       52.5  
Rocky Point North Middle       0.8  31.7  
Rocky Point North Outer       50.8    
Rocky Point South Deep    0.8 5.8 0.8 4.2    
Rocky Point South Inner  0.8         
Rocky Point South Middle     2.5  3.3  179.2  
Rocky Point South Outer     5.0  0.8  120.0  
3 Palms Inner  1.7       87.5  
3 Palms Middle     4.2 3.3 47.5  34.2  
3 Palms East Inner       5.0    
3 Palms East Middle     0.8  7.5  150.0  
3 Palms East Outer  0.8   1.7 2.5 15.0  126.7  
3 Palms West Inner       7.5  101.7  
3 Palms West Middle  0.8   7.5  5.8    
3 Palms West Outer      1.7 6.7  56.7  
Whites Point Inner     0.8  9.2  48.3  
Whites Point Middle     1.7 2.5 5.8  135.0  
Whites Point Outer 0.8    10.0 2.5 8.3  11.7  
Whites Point West Inner  3.3    10.8 15.8  140.0  
Whites Point West Middle  0.8   0.8  20.8  139.2  
Whites Point West Outer  1.7    5.8 25.8  130.0  

 

563



Nearshore Rocky Reefs of Santa Monica Bay 

Vantuna Research Group 115

Appendix VII.  Invertebrate and algal densities.  
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Big Rock Inner    13.3  100.8     
Bunker Point Inner   5.8 35.0 339.2      
Bunker Point Middle    181.7 20.8     0.8 
Bunker Point Outer    12.5     0.8 7.5 
Deep Hole Middle    48.3 135.0 0.8    5.0 
Deep Hole Outer  0.8  126.7 138.3 8.3    5.8 
El Matador East Middle    60.0 15.8    38.3 0.8 
El Matador West Middle    30.8 65.0    35.0 6.7 
Encinal Canyon East Inner    9.2 3.3    150.0  
Encinal Canyon East Middle         23.3  
Encinal Canyon West Inner     5.8    50.0  
Encinal Canyon West Middle    3.3 2.5    50.8 3.3 
Escondido Inner    25.0 15.8 7.5    3.3 
Escondido Middle    0.8 2.5 4.2    0.8 
Escondido East Inner    18.3 31.7    57.5  
Escondido East Middle    61.7 29.2    20.8 8.3 
Escondido West Inner     45.8    1.7 2.5 
Escondido West Middle    35.8 44.2    48.3 5.0 
Flat Rock Inner    10.0 5.0      
Flat Rock Middle    28.3 1.7      
Flat Rock Outer    6.7      15.8 
Flat Rock North Inner    18.3 42.5      
Flat Rock North Middle    3.3 0.8  0.8    
Flat Rock North Outer    7.5   2.5   20.8 
Flat Rock South Inner   4.2 46.7 27.5     0.8 
Flat Rock South Middle    11.7 1.7      
Leo Carillo Inner    48.3 111.7 88.3     
Leo Carillo Middle    53.3 84.2 44.2    3.3 
Leo Carillo Outer    113.3 105.8 3.3    20.0 
Leo Carillo East Inner   0.8      5.8  
Leo Carillo East Middle    95.0 95.0    13.3  
Leo Carillo East Outer    58.3 23.3    2.5 11.7 
Leo Carillo West Inner    33.3 90.8    75.0 5.0 
Leo Carillo West Middle    41.7 33.3    36.7 7.5 
Little Dume Inner    31.7 51.7 96.7     
Little Dume Middle    6.7 0.8 30.8     
Little Dume Outer    101.7 0.8 8.3    1.7 
Little Dume East Inner    49.2 23.3    46.7  
Little Dume East Middle    55.0 19.2    105.8  
Little Dume East Outer    15.8     15.8 1.7 
Little Dume West Inner    0.8 8.3    5.0  
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Appendix VII.  Invertebrate and algal densities.  
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Little Dume West Middle    51.7 10.8    116.7  
Little Dume West Outer  1.7  12.5     3.3 0.8 
Long Point East Inner   15.0 145.8 134.2     0.8 
Long Point East Middle    109.2 81.7     22.5 
Long Point East Outer    50.0 41.7     20.8 
Long Point West Inner    115.8 150.0      
Long Point West Middle  1.7  50.0 50.0     1.7 
Nicholas Canyon Middle 0.8   2.5 3.3 27.5    2.5 
Nicholas Canyon Outer    100.0 78.3 10.8    6.7 
Nicholas Canyon East Middle    110.0 51.7    5.8 15.8 
Nicholas Canyon East Outer    55.0 20.8    10.8 27.5 
Nicholas Canyon West Middle    51.7 61.7    4.2 9.2 
Nicholas Canyon West Outer    118.3 18.3    1.7 28.3 
Point Dume '08 Middle    102.5 125.0 7.5     
Point Dume '07 Middle   18.3 92.5 91.7    2.5  
Point Fermin Inner    50.0 116.7    1.7  
Point Fermin Middle    2.5 7.5     20.8 
Point Fermin Outer    13.3      10.0 
Point Fermin West Inner    5.0 59.2      
Point Fermin West Middle    45.8 21.7 0.8     
Point Fermin West Outer    65.8 10.8     1.7 
Point Vicente Inner    30.0 1066.7      
Point Vicente Middle  0.8  52.5 362.5      
Point Vicente Outer    132.5 90.8      
Point Vicente East Inner    16.7 741.7      
Point Vicente East Middle  0.8  90.8 56.7     49.2 
Point Vicente East Outer    44.2 78.3     55.0 
Point Vicente West Deep  1.7  81.7 63.3   0.8  4.2 
Point Vicente West Inner  0.8 15.8 25.8 185.0      
Point Vicente West Middle  0.8  35.8 804.2     11.7 
Point Vicente West Outer    60.8 79.2     2.5 
Resort Point Deep    16.7 1.7 0.8    16.7 
Resort Point Inner    72.5 150.0      
Resort Point Middle    64.2 53.3      
Resort Point Outer    9.2 8.3     2.5 
Ridges Deep    3.3      6.7 
Ridges Inner    28.3 62.5      
Ridges Middle    28.3 15.0      
Ridges Outer    10.8 0.8      
Ridges North Deep    8.3       
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Appendix VII.  Invertebrate and algal densities.  
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Ridges North Inner    11.7 43.3      
Ridges North Middle    43.3       
Ridges North Outer    21.7      1.7 
Ridges South Deep          5.0 
Ridges South Inner    29.2 32.5      
Ridges South Middle    28.3 0.8      
Ridges South Outer    3.3 0.8    0.8  
Rocky Point Deep    2.5 0.8     0.8 
Rocky Point Inner   8.3 5.0 11.7      
Rocky Point Middle    37.5 15.8      
Rocky Point Outer    5.0      23.3 
Rocky Point North Deep           
Rocky Point North Inner    3.3 72.5      
Rocky Point North Middle          3.3 
Rocky Point North Outer          9.2 
Rocky Point South Deep    2.5      1.7 
Rocky Point South Inner   3.3 8.3 111.7      
Rocky Point South Middle    34.2 29.2      
Rocky Point South Outer    4.2 2.5     1.7 
3 Palms Inner    0.8 27.5      
3 Palms Middle    115.8 0.8     0.8 
3 Palms East Inner    39.2 19.2      
3 Palms East Middle     6.7     1.7 
3 Palms East Outer    10.8 8.3    0.8 0.8 
3 Palms West Inner    5.0 15.0      
3 Palms West Middle    55.8 38.3     1.7 
3 Palms West Outer    2.5 0.8      
Whites Point Inner    4.2 50.8    1.7  
Whites Point Middle     5.0    11.7 10.8 
Whites Point Outer         0.8 9.2 
Whites Point West Inner    10.0 32.5      
Whites Point West Middle    55.8 36.7 0.8     
Whites Point West Outer    6.7 1.7 1.7    5.8 
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Appendix VII.  Invertebrate and algal densities.  
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Big Rock Inner    0.8      
Bunker Point Inner    4.2      
Bunker Point Middle   3.3       
Bunker Point Outer    4.2 2.5     
Deep Hole Middle          
Deep Hole Outer          
El Matador East Middle          
El Matador West Middle          
Encinal Canyon East Inner    0.8      
Encinal Canyon East Middle          
Encinal Canyon West Inner          
Encinal Canyon West Middle          
Escondido Inner          
Escondido Middle          
Escondido East Inner          
Escondido East Middle          
Escondido West Inner          
Escondido West Middle          
Flat Rock Inner          
Flat Rock Middle          
Flat Rock Outer 1.7    4.2     
Flat Rock North Inner          
Flat Rock North Middle          
Flat Rock North Outer          
Flat Rock South Inner    2.5      
Flat Rock South Middle          
Leo Carillo Inner    4.2      
Leo Carillo Middle          
Leo Carillo Outer          
Leo Carillo East Inner          
Leo Carillo East Middle          
Leo Carillo East Outer          
Leo Carillo West Inner    2.5      
Leo Carillo West Middle          
Little Dume Inner    50.0      
Little Dume Middle          
Little Dume Outer          
Little Dume East Inner    0.8      
Little Dume East Middle          
Little Dume East Outer    0.8      
Little Dume West Inner    5.0      
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Appendix VII.  Invertebrate and algal densities.  
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Little Dume West Middle          
Little Dume West Outer          
Long Point East Inner    35.8      
Long Point East Middle    12.5      
Long Point East Outer    0.8      
Long Point West Inner    32.5      
Long Point West Middle    4.2      
Nicholas Canyon Middle          
Nicholas Canyon Outer          
Nicholas Canyon East Middle          
Nicholas Canyon East Outer          
Nicholas Canyon West Middle     1.7     
Nicholas Canyon West Outer     1.7     
Point Dume '08 Middle    25.8      
Point Dume '07 Middle          
Point Fermin Inner    31.7      
Point Fermin Middle    1.7      
Point Fermin Outer          
Point Fermin West Inner    1.7      
Point Fermin West Middle    2.5      
Point Fermin West Outer          
Point Vicente Inner    37.5      
Point Vicente Middle    18.3      
Point Vicente Outer    6.7      
Point Vicente East Inner    29.2      
Point Vicente East Middle    7.5      
Point Vicente East Outer    1.7      
Point Vicente West Deep    5.8  1.7    
Point Vicente West Inner    27.5      
Point Vicente West Middle    7.5      
Point Vicente West Outer    4.2      
Resort Point Deep     0.8     
Resort Point Inner    6.7      
Resort Point Middle    2.5      
Resort Point Outer    0.8      
Ridges Deep     0.8     
Ridges Inner          
Ridges Middle          
Ridges Outer          
Ridges North Deep       0.8   
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Appendix VII.  Invertebrate and algal densities.  
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Ridges North Inner    0.8      
Ridges North Outer          
Ridges South Deep          
Ridges South Inner    1.7      
Ridges South Middle          
Ridges South Outer          
Rocky Point Deep          
Rocky Point Inner          
Rocky Point Middle          
Rocky Point Outer  92.5        
Rocky Point North Deep  39.2      7.5  
Rocky Point North Inner          
Rocky Point North Middle          
Rocky Point North Outer         7.5 
Rocky Point South Deep  2.5        
Rocky Point South Inner          
Rocky Point South Middle          
Rocky Point South Outer          
3 Palms Inner          
3 Palms Middle    2.5      
3 Palms East Inner    3.3      
3 Palms East Middle          
3 Palms East Outer    0.8      
3 Palms West Inner          
3 Palms West Middle    1.7      
3 Palms West Outer          
Whites Point Inner    26.7      
Whites Point Middle    4.2      
Whites Point Outer          
Whites Point West Inner    0.8      
Whites Point West Middle    0.8      
Whites Point West Outer          
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Appendix VIII.  UPC % cover by depth zone in Santa Monica Bay, 2007-2008. 
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Big Rock Inner   2%   3%   2%   2% 
Bunker Point Inner 3% 16%       2%   5% 
Bunker Point Middle 3% 11%       3% 5%   
Bunker Point Outer 13% 10%      2% 5%    
Deep Hole Middle 10% 37% 2%      3%    
Deep Hole Outer  55%       2%   2% 
El Matador East Middle 6% 5% 3%      11%    
El Matador West Middle   8%      11%    
Encinal Canyon East Inner 2%  3%    3%  2%    
Encinal Canyon East Middle         2%    
Encinal Canyon West Inner 6%  11%      5%    
Encinal Canyon West Middle        6% 11%    
Escondido Inner         13%    
Escondido Middle  6% 2%      24%    
Escondido East Inner  2% 6%      2%    
Escondido East Middle  2%       5%    
Escondido West Inner         6%    
Escondido West Middle             
Flat Rock Inner 16% 31% 31%          
Flat Rock Middle  13%       11%    
Flat Rock Outer 2%  5%      8%   2% 
Flat Rock North Inner 19% 50%       5%    
Flat Rock North Middle 3% 10% 11%    2%  5%    
Flat Rock North Outer  5%       3% 3%   
Flat Rock South Inner 6% 6% 3%      15%   5% 
Flat Rock South Middle 2% 18% 27%      6%   6% 
Lead Better Beach Inner 19% 8%      2% 5%    
Lead Better Beach Middle  11%      15% 6%   2% 
Leo Carillo Inner 11% 13% 10% 3%     8%    
Leo Carillo Middle  8%       8%  3%  
Leo Carillo Outer  3%       10%    
Leo Carillo East Inner 3%            
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Appendix VIII.  UPC % cover, continued. 
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Leo Carillo East Middle  6%       3%    
Leo Carillo East Outer         10%    
Leo Carillo West Inner  11%       2%    
Leo Carillo West Middle         2%    
Little Dume Inner 2% 2% 5%     3% 11%   5% 
Little Dume Middle  10% 13%      8%   11% 
Little Dume Outer 26% 18%   5%        
Little Dume East Inner 8% 5% 3%    3%  10%    
Little Dume East Middle  5%       5% 2%   
Little Dume East Outer 3% 21%       8% 2%  2% 
Little Dume West Inner 10% 8% 3% 11% 3%    5%    
Little Dume West Middle 3% 2%       3%    
Little Dume West Outer  53%           
Long Point East Inner 3% 40% 2% 2%     3% 2%   
Long Point East Middle  45% 3%          
Long Point East Outer  32%           
Long Point West Inner 2% 50% 3%          
Long Point West Middle  35%           
Nicholas Canyon Middle 2%  5% 2%     5%    
Nicholas Canyon Outer  6%       15%    
Nicholas Canyon East Middle 2% 3%       5%    
Nicholas Canyon East Outer  15%       6%    
Nicholas Canyon West Middle         8%    
Nicholas Canyon West Outer  2% 2%      6%    
Point Dume '08 Middle 37% 18%       3%   3% 
Point Dume '07 Middle 2%      16%  5%    
Point Fermin Inner 2% 11% 3% 5%     2%   2% 
Point Fermin Middle  13%           
Point Fermin Outer  15%           
Point Fermin West Inner  2% 42% 19% 3%    6%   11% 
Point Fermin West Middle        3% 16%    
Point Fermin West Outer 2% 11%       13%   18% 
Point Vicente Inner  42% 2%      15%    
Point Vicente Middle 6% 5% 10%    6%     5% 
Point Vicente Outer  15% 2%      2%    
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Appendix VIII.  UPC % cover, continued. 
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Point Vicente East Inner  58%           
Point Vicente East Middle 5% 32%           
Point Vicente East Outer 2% 21%           
Point Vicente West Deep 2% 44%           
Point Vicente West Inner 3% 24% 2% 3%     15%    
Point Vicente West Middle 2% 31%           
Point Vicente West Outer  47%           
Resort Point Deep 5% 6% 15%      5%    
Resort Point Inner 3% 52% 10%          
Resort Point Middle  37% 5% 2%     32%    
Resort Point Outer 10% 2% 16%    2%  18% 5%  2% 
Ridges Deep 2% 31% 6%     8%     
Ridges Inner 8% 32% 19%      6% 2%  3% 
Ridges Middle  18% 24% 3%     6%   29% 
Ridges Outer 5% 8% 6%      3%   3% 
Ridges North Deep 6%  15%          
Ridges North Inner 10% 47% 26%          
Ridges North Middle 8% 15%       11%   10% 
Ridges North Outer 21% 10% 19%         2% 
Ridges South Deep 2%  31%          
Ridges South Inner 13% 5% 16%      3%   10% 
Ridges South Middle  13% 26%      5%   24% 
Ridges South Outer   8%          
Rocky Point Deep 3% 2% 23%         2% 
Rocky Point Inner 16% 5% 15%      5%   8% 
Rocky Point Middle 11%  13%      2%   11% 
Rocky Point Outer 2% 31% 2%      2%    
Rocky Point North Deep 3% 5% 6%         2% 
Rocky Point North Inner 5%  16% 2%   3%  2%   2% 
Rocky Point North Middle 3% 8%       6% 26%   
Rocky Point North Outer 6% 10% 10%      2% 10%   
Rocky Point South Deep  8% 13%    6%      
Rocky Point South Inner 15% 32% 29%      3%    
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Appendix VIII.  UPC % cover, continued. 
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Rocky Point South Middle 2% 31% 18%         29% 
Rocky Point South Outer  34% 5%      5%   3% 
3 Palms Inner 2% 5% 19% 18% 3%   5% 11%   6% 
3 Palms Middle 11% 11% 8%      5%    
3 Palms East Inner  10% 10% 5% 2%    3%   3% 
3 Palms East Middle  6% 10% 3%     5%   6% 
3 Palms East Outer 10% 10% 24%      3%   6% 
3 Palms West Inner 2% 16%  19%     6%   2% 
3 Palms West Middle 2%  15% 2%   3%  8%    
3 Palms West Outer  3%       10% 6%   
Whites Point Inner 3% 5% 5% 2%        3% 
Whites Point Middle 8% 8% 3%         3% 
Whites Point Outer 2% 13%           
Whites Point West Inner  5% 21% 15%     6%   11% 
Whites Point West Middle 8% 10% 5% 3%     2%   13% 
Whites Point West Outer 13% 31% 5% 8%     3%   3% 
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Appendix VIII.  UPC % cover, continued. 
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Big Rock Inner 15% 3%        5%   
Bunker Point Inner 26% 15%  2%      6%   
Bunker Point Middle 11% 15%  2%      10%   
Bunker Point Outer 8% 10%           
Deep Hole Middle             
Deep Hole Outer             
El Matador East Middle 15% 15%  2%      10%   
El Matador West Middle  2%        3%   
Encinal Canyon East Inner 18%   3%      8%   
Encinal Canyon East Middle 3% 3%  3%   2%      
Encinal Canyon West Inner 11%   2%      2%   
Encinal Canyon West Middle 13% 8%        16%   
Escondido Inner 2% 37%        8%   
Escondido Middle      2%       
Escondido East Inner 19% 10%        3%   
Escondido East Middle 11% 21%        11%   
Escondido West Inner 10% 15%           
Escondido West Middle 10% 15%  3%         
Flat Rock Inner 6%            
Flat Rock Middle 26%            
Flat Rock Outer 11% 2%        3%   
Flat Rock North Inner 5%            
Flat Rock North Middle 10% 3%        2%   
Flat Rock North Outer 23%            
Flat Rock South Inner 13% 19%           
Flat Rock South Middle 3% 5%      2%     
Lead Better Beach Inner 10%         3%   
Lead Better Beach Middle 10%            
Leo Carillo Inner 10% 3%           
Leo Carillo Middle 5% 6%        8%   
Leo Carillo Outer 6% 13%        5%   
Leo Carillo East Inner  81%        6%   
Leo Carillo East Middle 2% 32%  2%      3%   
Leo Carillo East Outer 3%   5%      3%   
Leo Carillo West Inner 10% 26%           
Leo Carillo West Middle  2%        5%   
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Appendix VIII.  UPC % cover, continued. 
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Little Dume Inner 8% 5%           
Little Dume Middle  10%          5% 
Little Dume Outer 16%           2% 
Little Dume East Inner 15% 10%  5%      3%   
Little Dume East Middle 8% 11%  5%      2%   
Little Dume East Outer 3% 19%  2%         
Little Dume West Inner 10% 5%          2% 
Little Dume West Middle 10% 13%  5%      5%   
Little Dume West Outer  10%           
Long Point East Inner 2% 21%        2%  5% 
Long Point East Middle 2% 31%          5% 
Long Point East Outer 5% 19%        2%   
Long Point West Inner 2% 3%  6%      2%  3% 
Long Point West Middle 3% 10%  2%         
Nicholas Canyon Middle 8% 35%           
Nicholas Canyon Outer  3%           
Nicholas Canyon East Middle 5% 6%     5%      
Nicholas Canyon East Outer 8%      5%      
Nicholas Canyon West Middle 5% 26%  2%      6%   
Nicholas Canyon West Outer 3% 19%        15%   
Point Dume '08 Middle            3% 
Point Dume '07 Middle 24%       2%     
Point Fermin Inner 11% 44%  2%      6%   
Point Fermin Middle  37%  2%         
Point Fermin Outer             
Point Fermin West Inner 15%            
Point Fermin West Middle 8% 5%        6%   
Point Fermin West Outer  10%        8%   
Point Vicente Inner 2% 29%   2% 3%       
Point Vicente Middle 24% 2%  3%         
Point Vicente Outer 11% 24%        19%   
Point Vicente East Inner             
Point Vicente East Middle  13%          8% 
Point Vicente East Outer 2% 37%  3%        2% 
Point Vicente West Deep 2% 13%           
Point Vicente West Inner 3% 5% 2%       2%  5% 
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Appendix VIII.  UPC % cover, continued. 
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Point Vicente West Middle  23% 5% 5%         
Point Vicente West Outer  8%        2%   
Resort Point Deep 11% 3%   8%        
Resort Point Inner 2% 15%  2%        2% 
Resort Point Middle  3%           
Resort Point Outer 21% 3%      2%     
Ridges Deep 11% 11%           
Ridges Inner 2% 13%           
Ridges Middle             
Ridges Outer 6% 21%       2%    
Ridges North Deep 26% 6%        2%   
Ridges North Inner  5%           
Ridges North Middle 5%            
Ridges North Outer 5%         2% 2%  
Ridges South Deep 24%         6%   
Ridges South Inner 19% 16%           
Ridges South Middle             
Ridges South Outer 32% 5%        3%   
Rocky Point Deep 24% 6%  2%      6%   
Rocky Point Inner 5% 27%           
Rocky Point Middle 3% 32%  2%      2%   
Rocky Point Outer  50%           
Rocky Point North Deep 23% 3%           
Rocky Point North Inner 18% 2%        2%   
Rocky Point North Middle  13%           
Rocky Point North Outer  27%         5%  
Rocky Point South Deep 16%            
Rocky Point South Inner             
Rocky Point South Middle 5% 5%           
Rocky Point South Outer  10%        2%   
3 Palms Inner 6% 2%           
3 Palms Middle 8% 29%           
3 Palms East Inner 16% 19%          6% 
3 Palms East Middle 5% 19%        2%   
3 Palms East Outer 8% 23%           
3 Palms West Inner 23%         10%   
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Appendix VIII.  UPC % cover, continued. 
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3 Palms West Middle 15% 5%  5%      3%   
3 Palms West Outer 2%      2%      
Whites Point Inner 10% 24%  2%         
Whites Point Middle 10% 21%  6%         
Whites Point Outer 3% 18%           
Whites Point West Inner 29%            
Whites Point West Middle 3% 13%        6%   
Whites Point West Outer 2% 3%           
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Appendix VIII.  UPC % cover, continued. 
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Big Rock Inner   2% 5%   16%     26% 
Bunker Point Inner    2%        10% 
Bunker Point Middle    15%        5% 
Bunker Point Outer 2%  2% 6%         
Deep Hole Middle 16%      3%      
Deep Hole Outer       6% 2%     
El Matador East Middle   3% 3%         
El Matador West Middle    34% 5%        
Encinal Canyon East Inner   2%  13%        
Encinal Canyon East Middle    15%        2% 
Encinal Canyon West Inner   2%  5%        
Encinal Canyon West Middle   2% 24%         
Escondido Inner    16%         
Escondido Middle    15% 3%  2%      
Escondido East Inner    13%        2% 
Escondido East Middle    16%         
Escondido West Inner    19%         
Escondido West Middle    29% 2%        
Flat Rock Inner             
Flat Rock Middle    2%         
Flat Rock Outer   5% 2%         
Flat Rock North Inner   2%         2% 
Flat Rock North Middle     3%        
Flat Rock North Outer       3%      
Flat Rock South Inner   2% 2%         
Flat Rock South Middle   2%    2%     6% 
Lead Better Beach Inner    2%         
Lead Better Beach Middle    3% 15%     2%   
Leo Carillo Inner        2%    8% 
Leo Carillo Middle 8%  2% 10%        5% 
Leo Carillo Outer 6%  5% 27%   3%      
Leo Carillo East Inner             
Leo Carillo East Middle    10%         
Leo Carillo East Outer 2%   34%         
Leo Carillo West Inner   2% 3% 2%       5% 
Leo Carillo West Middle    6%        5% 
Little Dume Inner       2%     13% 
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Appendix VIII.  UPC % cover, continued. 
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Little Dume Middle            19% 
Little Dume Outer   3%    3%      
Little Dume East Inner             
Little Dume East Middle    5% 2%       3% 
Little Dume East Outer    3% 5%        
Little Dume West Inner    5% 2%       2% 
Little Dume West Middle    2% 3%       21% 
Little Dume West Outer     3%        
Long Point East Inner 5%  3% 3%         
Long Point East Middle 2%  2% 2% 2%        
Long Point East Outer 5%  2%          
Long Point West Inner 2%  10% 2%         
Long Point West Middle 10%  11% 6%         
Nicholas Canyon Middle    16% 2%        
Nicholas Canyon Outer 3%  2% 47%     2%    
Nicholas Canyon East Middle    6%         
Nicholas Canyon East Outer    15%   3%    2%  
Nicholas Canyon West Middle    19% 2%        
Nicholas Canyon West Outer 3%  13% 19%         
Point Dume '08 Middle       3% 5%    3% 
Point Dume '07 Middle 3%  3%  3%        
Point Fermin Inner   3% 2%        2% 
Point Fermin Middle 2%  2% 13%         
Point Fermin Outer 5%            
Point Fermin West Inner             
Point Fermin West Middle 3%   24% 2%        
Point Fermin West Outer 2%      2%      
Point Vicente Inner 2%           2% 
Point Vicente Middle   24%  5%        
Point Vicente Outer 21%            
Point Vicente East Inner             
Point Vicente East Middle 2%  3% 5%         
Point Vicente East Outer 2%  2%          
Point Vicente West Deep 5%  11%    2% 2%    2% 
Point Vicente West Inner 26%  6% 2%         
Point Vicente West Middle 5%  3% 3%         
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Appendix VIII.  UPC % cover, continued. 
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Point Vicente West Outer 19%            
Resort Point Deep   6%   6% 6% 2%     
Resort Point Inner    3%         
Resort Point Middle             
Resort Point Outer       3%      
Ridges Deep 2%  2% 2% 2% 5%       
Ridges Inner             
Ridges Middle             
Ridges Outer 2%            
Ridges North Deep   2%    10%      
Ridges North Inner             
Ridges North Middle 6%            
Ridges North Outer 8%    6%        
Ridges South Deep             
Ridges South Inner             
Ridges South Middle             
Ridges South Outer     3%        
Rocky Point Deep             
Rocky Point Inner             
Rocky Point Middle            3% 
Rocky Point Outer             
Rocky Point North Deep     5%       2% 
Rocky Point North Inner 3%  3%  5%        
Rocky Point North Middle             
Rocky Point North Outer     6%        
Rocky Point South Deep   3%          
Rocky Point South Inner             
Rocky Point South Middle  2%           
Rocky Point South Outer 3%    2%        
3 Palms Inner             
3 Palms Middle             
3 Palms East Inner    6%         
3 Palms East Middle    8%        2% 
3 Palms East Outer    3%         
3 Palms West Inner             
3 Palms West Middle             
3 Palms West Outer             
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Appendix VIII.  UPC % cover, continued. 
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Whites Point Inner    2%        2% 
Whites Point Middle    2% 2%       5% 
Whites Point Outer   2% 2%         
Whites Point West Inner             
Whites Point West Middle             
Whites Point West Outer        2%     
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Appendix VIII.  UPC % cover, continued. 
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Big Rock Inner             
Bunker Point Inner             
Bunker Point Middle             
Bunker Point Outer             
Deep Hole Middle   2%   2%       
Deep Hole Outer             
El Matador East Middle    2%        3% 
El Matador West Middle   6%   6%      5% 
Encinal Canyon East Inner          3%   
Encinal Canyon East Middle             
Encinal Canyon West Inner      2%    2%   
Encinal Canyon West Middle             
Escondido Inner    16%        2% 
Escondido Middle   2% 8%  5%      2% 
Escondido East Inner    2%      2% 3%  
Escondido East Middle      3%       
Escondido West Inner    23%         
Escondido West Middle    10%       2% 2% 
Flat Rock Inner             
Flat Rock Middle             
Flat Rock Outer  3%    3%       
Flat Rock North Inner  2%           
Flat Rock North Middle    2%      2%   
Flat Rock North Outer      5%   5% 2%   
Flat Rock South Inner      2%  2%     
Flat Rock South Middle   2%   3%       
Lead Better Beach Inner      3%       
Lead Better Beach Middle    3%  2%       
Leo Carillo Inner             
Leo Carillo Middle            3% 
Leo Carillo Outer         3%   6% 
Leo Carillo East Inner             
Leo Carillo East Middle      3%       
Leo Carillo East Outer    2%  29%      10% 
Leo Carillo West Inner      5%       
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Appendix VIII.  UPC % cover, continued. 
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Leo Carillo West Middle             
Little Dume Inner             
Little Dume Middle      3%       
Little Dume Outer      3%       
Little Dume East Inner      2%    2%  2% 
Little Dume East Middle      2%      3% 
Little Dume East Outer          2%   
Little Dume West Inner            2% 
Little Dume West Middle            23% 
Little Dume West Outer            3% 
Long Point East Inner      2%       
Long Point East Middle             
Long Point East Outer           2%  
Long Point West Inner  3%        2%   
Long Point West Middle   2%       2% 3%  
Nicholas Canyon Middle      2%      3% 
Nicholas Canyon Outer      6%      2% 
Nicholas Canyon East Middle  2%     5% 2% 2%    
Nicholas Canyon East Outer      2% 2%  2%    
Nicholas Canyon West Middle      2%      2% 
Nicholas Canyon West Outer      5%      3% 
Point Dume '08 Middle             
Point Dume '07 Middle          5%   
Point Fermin Inner            2% 
Point Fermin Middle            3% 
Point Fermin Outer   3%   10%       
Point Fermin West Inner             
Point Fermin West Middle  2% 8%         10% 
Point Fermin West Outer            3% 
Point Vicente Inner             
Point Vicente Middle      6%       
Point Vicente Outer      5%    2%   
Point Vicente East Inner             
Point Vicente East Middle    15%  2%       
Point Vicente East Outer    6%      3%   
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Appendix VIII.  UPC % cover, continued. 
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Point Vicente West Deep      3%       
Point Vicente West Inner             
Point Vicente West Middle    2%  6%       
Point Vicente West Outer      2%      3% 
Resort Point Deep      6%    3%   
Resort Point Inner  2%           
Resort Point Middle          3%   
Resort Point Outer      3%       
Ridges Deep      6%       
Ridges Inner     2%     2%   
Ridges Middle             
Ridges Outer      3%      2% 
Ridges North Deep      2%    2%   
Ridges North Inner             
Ridges North Middle  2%    2%       
Ridges North Outer 2%     5%    2%   
Ridges South Deep          3%   
Ridges South Inner             
Ridges South Middle             
Ridges South Outer             
Rocky Point Deep      2%    3%   
Rocky Point Inner             
Rocky Point Middle             
Rocky Point Outer             
Rocky Point North Deep             
Rocky Point North Inner             
Rocky Point North Middle             
Rocky Point North Outer 2%        2%    
Rocky Point South Deep    2%         
Rocky Point South Inner             
Rocky Point South Middle     2%        
Rocky Point South Outer            3% 
3 Palms Inner             
3 Palms Middle             
3 Palms East Inner      2%       
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Appendix VIII.  UPC % cover, continued. 
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3 Palms East Middle   2%   2%       
3 Palms East Outer             
3 Palms West Inner             
3 Palms West Middle             
3 Palms West Outer 2%         8% 3%  
Whites Point Inner            6% 
Whites Point Middle          2%  6% 
Whites Point Outer             
Whites Point West Inner             
Whites Point West Middle             
Whites Point West Outer  2%    2%      2% 
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Appendix VIII.  UPC % cover, continued. 
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Big Rock Inner    2%  19% 
Bunker Point Inner   6%  6% 2% 
Bunker Point Middle   6% 6% 3% 5% 
Bunker Point Outer   6% 3% 15% 19% 
Deep Hole Middle   18% 6%  2% 
Deep Hole Outer   10% 15%  10% 
El Matador East Middle 5%   5%  13% 
El Matador West Middle   2%   18% 
Encinal Canyon East Inner   2%   42% 
Encinal Canyon East Middle 2%    6% 63% 
Encinal Canyon West Inner 2%  3% 2% 2% 45% 
Encinal Canyon West Middle 2% 2%    16% 
Escondido Inner    5% 2%  
Escondido Middle    15% 8% 8% 
Escondido East Inner      37% 
Escondido East Middle    6% 3% 21% 
Escondido West Inner 2%  5% 6% 11% 3% 
Escondido West Middle   5% 3% 8% 13% 
Flat Rock Inner     2% 15% 
Flat Rock Middle   15% 2% 21% 11% 
Flat Rock Outer     3% 52% 
Flat Rock North Inner      16% 
Flat Rock North Middle 3%  2%   44% 
Flat Rock North Outer 2%     50% 
Flat Rock South Inner   3%  11% 11% 
Flat Rock South Middle 2%    2% 13% 
Lead Better Beach Inner   3% 34% 5% 6% 
Lead Better Beach Middle    10% 21% 2% 
Leo Carillo Inner 3%     29% 
Leo Carillo Middle      34% 
Leo Carillo Outer     2% 10% 
Leo Carillo East Inner      10% 
Leo Carillo East Middle 5%  3% 3% 3% 24% 
Leo Carillo East Outer     3%  
Leo Carillo West Inner 10%     26% 
Leo Carillo West Middle   15%  6% 60% 
Little Dume Inner 3%  3% 5%  34% 
Little Dume Middle    3% 3% 15% 
Little Dume Outer   2% 3% 3% 16% 
Little Dume East Inner    2% 2% 31% 
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Appendix VIII.  UPC % cover, continued. 
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Little Dume East Middle     10% 39% 
Little Dume East Outer    2% 13% 16% 
Little Dume West Inner      34% 
Little Dume West Middle     5% 6% 
Little Dume West Outer 2%   3% 3% 23% 
Long Point East Inner   3%   3% 
Long Point East Middle     2% 6% 
Long Point East Outer   10% 8% 3% 13% 
Long Point West Inner   6% 2%  3% 
Long Point West Middle   5% 3% 2% 6% 
Nicholas Canyon Middle    2% 3% 16% 
Nicholas Canyon Outer    5%  10% 
Nicholas Canyon East Middle   2%  35% 21% 
Nicholas Canyon East Outer   3%  21% 18% 
Nicholas Canyon West Middle 2%  2%  6% 19% 
Nicholas Canyon West Outer      10% 
Point Dume '08 Middle    11% 8% 5% 
Point Dume '07 Middle   3%   34% 
Point Fermin Inner   5%    
Point Fermin Middle   2% 2% 10% 16% 
Point Fermin Outer   31%  6% 31% 
Point Fermin West Inner     2%  
Point Fermin West Middle   5% 2%  6% 
Point Fermin West Outer     15% 18% 
Point Vicente Inner      3% 
Point Vicente Middle   3%    
Point Vicente Outer       
Point Vicente East Inner     40% 2% 
Point Vicente East Middle   6% 3% 2% 5% 
Point Vicente East Outer   2% 2%  18% 
Point Vicente West Deep     16%  
Point Vicente West Inner    2%  2% 
Point Vicente West Middle   2%  6% 8% 
Point Vicente West Outer    2% 18%  
Resort Point Deep   8%   8% 
Resort Point Inner     3% 8% 
Resort Point Middle    10%  8% 
Resort Point Outer     8% 6% 
Ridges Deep   2%  2% 10% 
Ridges Inner      11% 
Ridges Middle      19% 
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Appendix VIII.  UPC % cover, continued. 
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Ridges Outer    2% 2% 35% 
Ridges North Deep   3%  24% 3% 
Ridges North Inner     11% 2% 
Ridges North Middle     3% 39% 
Ridges North Outer   13%   5% 
Ridges South Deep   24%   10% 
Ridges South Inner   2%  10% 6% 
Ridges South Middle      32% 
Ridges South Outer   5%   44% 
Rocky Point Deep   2%  16% 10% 
Rocky Point Inner   2%   18% 
Rocky Point Middle   5%  11% 5% 
Rocky Point Outer     13% 2% 
Rocky Point North Deep   21%  15% 16% 
Rocky Point North Inner   8%  19% 11% 
Rocky Point North Middle      44% 
Rocky Point North Outer      21% 
Rocky Point South Deep   26%  15% 11% 
Rocky Point South Inner     19% 2% 
Rocky Point South Middle     5% 3% 
Rocky Point South Outer   13%  5% 16% 
3 Palms Inner    3% 2% 18% 
3 Palms Middle     16% 11% 
3 Palms East Inner   2%  8% 8% 
3 Palms East Middle   5%  16% 10% 
3 Palms East Outer   10%  3%  
3 Palms West Inner     13% 10% 
3 Palms West Middle 2%  18%  5% 19% 
3 Palms West Outer 2%  24%  23% 16% 
Whites Point Inner     6% 31% 
Whites Point Middle     3% 21% 
Whites Point Outer     15% 47% 
Whites Point West Inner 2%    11%  
Whites Point West Middle    2% 26% 10% 
Whites Point West Outer 3%   3% 15% 5% 
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I. INTRODUCTION 
 The Southern California Bight (SCB) a transitional zone between the cool 
temperate (Oregonian) fauna fueled by the California Current to the north and the warm 
temperate (San Diegan) fauna from the south is a unique and increasingly critical stretch 
of the California coastline.  With its eight channel islands, the linear coastline of the SCB 
is roughly equal to the rest of the state.  Irrespective of the biogeographic intricacies, the 
physical constitution of the coastline along the mainland SCB is dominated by sandy 
beaches, with approximately 15% rocky-headlands, a stark contrast to the remainder of 
the state.  The southern California islands, however, support a greater proportion of reefs 
to soft substrate communities.  Due to accessibility and increasing stress by a growing 
population, these reefs are under a variety of anthropogenic stressors (e.g. turbidity, river 
plumes, sedimentation, overfishing, pollution etc.) and harmful algal blooms, which in 
many instances are not well understood and in all cases necessitate a Bight-wide 
perspective and coordination to contextualize and manage these effects. 
 Recently it has been demonstrated that significant management actions can have 
significant positive effects on this complex ecosystem (Pondella and Allen 2008).  
Currently, potential positive measures to aid this ecosystem has been the creation of 
Marine Protected Areas (MPAs) in the northern Channel Islands and kelp bed restoration 
along the mainland.  It has been recently announced the California Department of Fish 
and Game (CDFG) will continue its Marine Life Protection Act (MLPA) process to the 
SCB in 2009.  Thus, there is a great deal of impetus and pressure to generate physical and 
biological data that can lead to informed decisions concerning this process in the SCB.   
 While the subtidal reefs in the SCB have been highly studied for decades, 
quantitative large scale spatial and temporal studies have been relatively limited, with the 
exceptions of the Channel Islands National Park Service’s Kelp Forest Monitoring 
Program, the Packard Foundation’s Partnership for the Interdisciplinary Study of Coastal 
Oceans (PISCO), the Vantuna Research Group at Occidental College and more recently 
Reef Check California.  In 2003-04 the CDFG supported a cooperative research program 
referred to as the Cooperative Research Assessment of Nearshore Ecosystems (CRANE) 
that sampled 88 reefs with standardized protocol from Santa Cruz to the Mexico Border 
including the southern California islands.   

The first quantitative assessment of many of the southern California and Baja 
Islands (Pondella et al. 2005) found that for fishes, island fauna are generally distinct 
from each other and that their similarities are not a function of distance, but rather reflect 
the physical oceanographic regime where they are found.  Due to the unique physical 
oceanographic conditions in the SCB, we do not find a latitutidinal clinal variation in 
these populations.  PISCO and the VRG combined their data for NOAA’s (2005) 
Biogeographic Assessment of the Channel Islands National Marine Sanctuary (CINMS) 
and found that for the islands (San Miguel and Santa Rosa were not included) there were 
essentially three groups.  A warm group (San Clemente, Santa Catalina, Santa Barbara 
Anacapa and the east end of Santa Cruz) a transitional fauna (Santa Cruz and San 
Nicolas) and cold group (Pt. Conception) (Clark et al. 2005).  In an analysis of the 
CRANE data set, San Miguel and Santa Rosa fall into the cold temperate fauna (Tenera 
2006).  Analyses of the CRANE data found essentially a cool temperate, warm temperate 
and a transitional fauna in the SCB (Tenera 2006).   This survey was completed five 
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years ago and reef sites were not selected in a probabilistic design, thus the integration 
with the bight program constitutes a critical and timely coordination. 

What is necessary is a cohesive collaborative plan that incorporates the entire 
SCB to address both spatial and temporal concerns within this region.  As a result the 
first next step in continuing to develop this long-term collaborative rocky reef program is 
participation in Bight’08 under the coordination of SCCWRP.  The view of the planning 
committee is that it is critical to integrate the Bight-wide reef studies with the other 
regional studies coordinated by SCCWRP in order to place this research into the 
appropriate context and allowing resource managers to make informed decisions with this 
unique regional and global perspective.  Currently 25 local, state and federal agencies, 
universities and NGOs and consulting groups are participating in this committee (Table 
1). 
 
Table 1. Current Participants in Bight’08 Rocky Reef Program 
 
California State University, Long Beach (CSULB) 
Channel Islands National Marine Sanctuary (CINMS) 
Heal the Bay 
Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts (LACSD) 
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB) 
Marine Science Institute, UCSB (MSI) 
MBC Applied Environmental Sciences (MBC) 
Merkel and Associates, Inc. 
Minerals Management Service (MMS) 
Montrose Settlements Restoration Program (MSRP)  
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) 
National Park Service (NPS) 
Ocean Science Trust (OST) 
Partnership for the Interdisciplinary Study of Coastal Oceans (PISCO)
Port of Los Angeles 
Reef Check California (RCCA) 
San Diego Coastkeeper 
San Diego State University (SDSU) 
Santa Monica Bay Restoration Commission (SMBRC) 
Santa Monica Baykeeper (SMBK) 
Scripps Institute of Oceanography (SIO) 
Southern California Edison (SCE) 
Southern California Coastal Water Research Project (SCCWRP) 
United State Geological Survey (USGS) 
US Navy 
Vantuna Research Group, Occidental College (VRG) 
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II. STUDY DESIGN 
 
A. Study Objectives 
 
 The overall goal of the rocky reef program is to determine the status of rocky reef 
resources in the southern California bight (SCB).  In this study we are striving to achieve 
a collaborative rocky reef study that will address the following study questions on both 
the appropriate spatial and temporal scales: 
 

1. What is the distribution of hard bottom (non-trawlable) habitats in the southern 
California bight? 
 
2.  What is the range of natural biological conditions in these reef assemblages? 

 
3. How do these conditions overlay or correlate with anthropogenic factors? 
 

 
B. Mapping Efforts and Station Assignments 
 

The primary data layer needed for all associated questions is a map of hard 
bottom habitats in the Southern California Bight.  Not all rocky reefs have been mapped 
and previous mapping efforts are of various resolutions and scales.  Currently, mapping 
efforts in the SCB are ongoing to fill in these data gaps and will not be completed prior to 
the beginning of this study effort.  Thus, we have acquired what we believe to be the best 
compilations of rocky reef habitat in the SCB.  These include the following maps of hard 
bottom habitats and kelp canopy (Figures 1 and 2).  GIS spatial analysis techniques were 
used to integrate existing spatial data that characterizes bottom type, kelp cover, and 
bathymetry to create a preliminary habitat map.  Using this data in GIS, we met with 
experts who have conducted multiple subtidal scuba research projects on various 
geographic areas of the SCB.  These working groups delineated and categorized all reefs 
in the SCB (Figure 3, Table 2).  In this assessment, reefs were characterized as artificial 
reefs, cobble, major reef complexes, offshore reefs and pinnacles, and patchy reefs.  
Reefs were also coded as island or mainland within each biogeographic realm, San 
Diegan (warm temperate) or Oregonian (cold temperate).  At the islands biogeographic 
realm was determined by assessment of benthic fish assemblages studied during the 
previous CRANE survey (Figure 4).  In this biogeographic analysis, young-of-year 
(YOY) fishes whose density is seasonal and highly abundant pelagic species (Engraulis 
mordax and Sardinops sagax) that were only present at two sites were trimmed from the 
data set.  All statistics were run using PRIMER (version 6).  The number of fishes 
observed by station were Lox (x+1) transformed.  A Bray-Curtis similarity matrix was 
then calculated and a hierarchical cluster analysis was performed.  Using the similarity 
matrix, non-metric multi-dimensional scaling was performed and presented graphically 
using 45% similarity ellipses calculated from the Bray-Curtis cluster.   
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Table 2. Identified hectares and number of natural reefs in the SCB organized by 
biogeographic region. 
 
  Oregonian San Diegan Total 
Island 21587 (33) 8430 (44) 30017 (77) 
Mainland 8214 (20) 10750 (21) 18964 (41) 

Total: 29801 (53) 19180 (65) 48982 (118) 
 
Oil platforms, artificial reefs, breakwaters and jetties were not included in this 

mapping effort because they are well mapped and not part of the random station draw.  
For the spatial scale aspect of this program, 60 natural rocky reefs (Figure 5; Table 4) 
from this map were randomly selected weighted proportionally to biogeographic region 
and reef size using EPA’s Environmental Monitoring and Assessment Program (EMAP) 
(Stevens 1997).   These sites and the polygons they represent can be observed as a layer 
in the attached file (Bight 08' Rocky Reefs.kmz).  If a fixed monitoring site is included 
coincidentally in the random draw it will be used.  When more than one monitoring site is 
included in a designated reef, the site to be used in the probabilistic design will be 
randomly selected.  The final site sampling plan has a tiered design.  The first layer is the 
60 sites determined in the EMAP routine.  The second layer is any CRANE site (Table 
5).  The final layer is any additional reef (Table 3).   

Special studies are underway to enrich our understanding of additional rocky reef 
habitats in this nearshore region.  These special studies are primarily focused on 
determining the role of artificial substrates (jetties, breakwaters, oil platforms, and 
artificial reefs) with respect to the natural reefs in the region.  Artificial structures such as 
these comprise a large amount of additional and some cases critical reef habitat in the 
southern California Bight.  As an example, the Federal Breakwater of the Port of Los 
Angeles and Port of Long Beach, spans seven miles and is one of the largest rocky reefs 
in the Bight.  We are also conducting a intercalibration experiment between the CRANE 
protocols and Reef Check California methods. 
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Figure 1. Location of hard substrate from NMFS and MMS databases.  Gray line 
indicates Channel Islands National Marine Sanctuary boundary (source Kellner et al. 
2005). 
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Figure 2. Kelp distribution off southern California. Black line indicates Channel Islands 
National Marine Sanctuary boundary (source Kellner et al. 2005). 
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Figure 3. Rocky reefs of the SCB.  Reefs are color coded by biogeographic province 
(cold vs. warm).  
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Figure 4. Bray Curtis similarity and MDS plot of the 44 sites sampled in the 2003 
CRANE survey.  Elipses in the MDS plot represent 45% similarity from the cluster 
analysis. Abbreviations are in Table 5.  
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Figure 5. Reef sites (n = 60) identified for the spatial scale assessment in the  Bight’08 
rocky reef program. 
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Table 3. Identified rocky reefs in the SCB. Types 1 = major reef complex, 2 = patchy 
reef, 3 = cobble, 4 = offshore or pinnacle reef, 5 = artificial reef. 
 

Id# Region Site Bioregion Temp type Longitude Latitude 
1 Anacapa Landing Cove Island warm 1 119.369627 34.017134 
2 Anacapa The Hump Island warm 1 119.389852 34.012069 
3 Anacapa Port Rock Island warm 2 119.434176 34.018309 
4 Anacapa Cat Rock Island warm 1 119.419339 34.002545 
5 Anacapa Coral Reef Island warm 1 119.435770 34.008907 
6 Anacapa Lighthouse Island warm 2 119.368555 34.011497 
7 Anacapa East Fish Camp Island warm 2 119.386138 34.004564 
8 Santa Cruz Scorpions Island warm 1 119.577385 34.053269 
9 Santa Cruz San Pedro Point Island warm 1 119.526028 34.026019 

10 Santa Cruz Yellow Banks Island warm 1 119.553621 33.992587 
11 Santa Cruz Blue Banks Island warm 2 119.652433 33.984221 
12 Santa Cruz Gull Island Island warm 1 119.823857 33.950703 
13 Santa Cruz Malva Real Island warm 1 119.814399 33.958198 
14 Santa Cruz Morris to Kenton Island warm 1 119.867576 33.977131 
15 Santa Cruz Forneys Island warm 1 119.915993 34.056102 
16 Santa Cruz Painted Cave Island warm 2 119.768711 34.057342 
17 Santa Rosa Rosa Pinnacles Island cold 4 119.995417 33.916005 
18 Santa Rosa East Point Island cold 1 119.970487 33.940028 
19 Santa Rosa Ford Point Island cold 2 120.054263 33.911759 
20 Santa Rosa Johnson's Lee Island cold 1 120.105338 33.898383 
21 Santa Rosa Chickasaw Island cold 1 120.155571 33.908710 
22 Santa Rosa Bee Rock Island cold 1 120.219422 33.962372 
23 Santa Rosa Carrington Point Island cold 1 120.111106 34.031983 
24 Santa Rosa Rodes Island cold 1 120.194510 34.014893 
25 Santa Rosa Talcot Island cold 1 120.057656 34.046221 
26 San Miguel Castle Rock Island cold 1 120.438027 34.049591 
27 San Miguel Judith Rock Island cold 1 120.444870 34.025975 
28 San Miguel Miracle Mile Island cold 1 120.392388 34.022156 
29 San Miguel Crook Point Island cold 1 120.335717 34.017362 
30 San Miguel Cuyler Harbor Island cold 1 120.342381 34.053673 
31 San Miguel Harris Point Island cold 1 120.364167 34.075961 
32 San Miguel Simonton Cove Island cold 1 120.396255 34.057399 
33 San Miguel Wilson Rock Island cold 4 120.402706 34.099588 
34 San Miguel Richardson's Rock Island cold 4 120.517911 34.101563 
35 Santa Barbara Santa Barbara north Island warm 1 119.035702 33.485468 
36 Santa Barbara Websters Island warm 1 119.053295 33.485825 
37 Santa Barbara Sutil Island warm 1 119.046474 33.462764 
38 Santa Barbara Southeast Sealion Island warm 1 119.031438 33.462940 
39 Santa Barbara S. Barbara offshore Island warm 4 119.018756 33.486777 
40 San Nicolas Daytona Beach Island cold 1 119.447355 33.216755 
41 San Nicolas Dutch Harbor Island cold 1 119.486060 33.216562 
42 San Nicolas Station 2 Island cold 1 119.526073 33.227707 
43 San Nicolas Unnamed reef Island cold 1 119.572095 33.249066 
44 San Nicolas Boilers Island cold 1 119.606241 33.273616 
45 San Nicolas Station 3 Island cold 1 119.562481 33.284383 
46 San Nicolas Alpha Foul Island cold 2 119.499252 33.277894 
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Table 3. continued 
 

Id# Region Site Bioregion Temp type Longitude Latitude 
47 San Nicolas Begg Rock Island cold 4 119.695590 33.362290 
48 Tanner Bank Tanner Bank Island cold 4 119.129956 32.696057 
49 Cortez Bank Cortez Bank Island warm 4 119.106164 32.447142 
50 Mainland North Cojo Anchorage Mainland cold 1 120.374059 34.442885 
51 Mainland North Refugio Mainland cold 1 120.081962 34.458965 
52 Mainland North Gaviota Mainland cold 2 120.216357 34.467947 
53 Mainland North Naples Reef Mainland cold 1 119.952646 34.422569 
54 Mainland North Inshore Naples Mainland cold 3 119.937859 34.430907 
55 Mainland North Ellwood Mainland cold 1 119.899818 34.418317 
56 Mainland North Isly Reef Mainland cold 1 119.861498 34.405226 
57 Mainland North More Mesa Mainland cold 2 119.797321 34.413186 
58 Mainland North Mohawk Mainland cold 1 119.701730 34.395016 
59 Mainland North Carp Reef Mainland cold 1 119.612974 34.416802 
60 Mainland North Rincon Mainland cold 2 119.538869 34.392798 
61 Mainland North La Conchita Banana Mainland cold 0 119.505327 34.383204 
62 Mainland North Soledad Mainland cold 1 119.422241 34.342284 
63 Mainland North Pitas Mainland cold 2 119.372461 34.315649 
64 Mainland North Horseshoe Kelp Mainland cold 4 119.575412 34.393578 
64 Mainland North Horseshoe Kelp Mainland warm 4 118.233455 33.672677 
65 Mainland North Deer Creek Mainland cold 1 118.985003 34.059537 
66 Mainland North Deep Hole Mainland cold 1 118.963695 34.047706 
67 Mainland North Leo Carrillo Mainland cold 1 118.932455 34.042628 
68 Mainland North Nicholas Canyon Mainland cold 1 118.906695 34.037954 
69 Mainland North El Matador Mainland cold 1 118.889132 34.035605 
70 Mainland North Encinal Canyon Mainland cold 1 118.870112 34.034865 
71 Mainland North Point Dume Mainland cold 4 118.805859 33.999287 
72 Mainland North Little Dume Mainland cold 1 118.791930 34.005724 
73 Mainland South Flat Rock Mainland warm 1 118.405531 33.802309 
74 Mainland South Ridges Mainland warm 1 118.422430 33.789442 
75 Mainland South Rocky Point Mainland warm 1 118.432109 33.777127 
76 Mainland South R. Palos Verdes Mainland warm 1 118.422034 33.760970 
77 Mainland South Point Vicente Mainland warm 1 118.410031 33.739506 
78 Mainland South Long Point Mainland warm 1 118.397642 33.734580 
79 Mainland South Abalone Cove Mainland warm 2 118.377185 33.738297 
80 Mainland South Bunker Point Mainland warm 1 118.350807 33.724947 
81 Mainland South Three Palms Mainland warm 1 118.331725 33.719135 
82 Mainland South Whites Point Mainland warm 1 118.308558 33.710263 
83 Mainland South Point Fermin Reef Mainland warm 1 118.289713 33.703674 
84 Santa Catalina Ironbound Island warm 1 118.576783 33.447395 
85 Santa Catalina Ribbon Rock Island warm 1 118.564284 33.434804 
86 Santa Catalina Cape Cortez Island warm 1 118.539646 33.433961 
87 Santa Catalina Lobster Bay Island warm 1 118.521935 33.428962 
88 Santa Catalina Pin Rock Island warm 1 118.503963 33.423253 
89 Santa Catalina Banana Rock Island warm 1 118.482481 33.389641 
90 Santa Catalina Little Harbor Island warm 1 118.482517 33.374831 
91 Santa Catalina Ben Weston Island warm 2 118.469013 33.328719 
92 Santa Catalina Salte Verde Island warm 1 118.424588 33.315527 
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Table 3. continued 
 

Id# Region Site Bioregion Temp type Longitude Latitude 
93 Santa Catalina East Quarry Island warm 1 118.304767 33.322821 
94 Santa Catalina Lovers Cove Island warm 1 118.317440 33.343604 
95 Santa Catalina Torqua Island warm 1 118.345908 33.370571 
96 Santa Catalina Hen Rock Island warm 1 118.367292 33.398468 
97 Santa Catalina Italian Gardens Island warm 1 118.377457 33.410770 
98 Santa Catalina Rippers Cove Island warm 1 118.429385 33.428534 
99 Santa Catalina West Quarry Island warm 1 118.465005 33.441274 

100 Santa Catalina Blue Cavern Island warm 1 118.477783 33.448763 
101 Santa Catalina Wrigley Island warm 1 118.487414 33.445887 
102 Santa Catalina Ship Rock Island warm 4 118.491654 33.463217 
103 Santa Catalina Eagle Reef Island warm 4 118.509774 33.459972 
104 Santa Catalina Lionhead Island warm 1 118.502080 33.451246 
105 Santa Catalina Indian Rock Island warm 1 118.529283 33.469253 
106 Santa Catalina Parson's Landing Island warm 1 118.546926 33.475941 
107 Santa Catalina Black Point Island warm 1 118.578625 33.476201 
108 San Clemente Lil Flower Island warm 1 118.361860 32.832279 
109 San Clemente Pyramid Cove Island warm 1 118.375970 32.818270 
111 Santa Catalina West Kelp Island warm 1 118.599881 33.468636 
112 San Clemente China Point Island warm 1 118.435938 32.805559 
113 San Clemente Eel Point Island warm 1 118.536149 32.900018 
114 San Clemente Navy Reef Island warm 1 118.516641 32.960678 
115 San Clemente Target Rock Island warm 1 118.606079 33.010859 
116 San Clemente Northwest Harbor Island warm 1 118.590482 33.038714 
117 San Clemente Reflector Reef Island warm 1 118.565862 33.025713 
118 San Clemente West Clemente Island warm 1 118.569627 32.959319 
119 San Clemente East Clemente Island warm 1 118.488347 32.841186 
120 Mainland South Port of LA 1 Mainland warm 5 118.271413 33.704050 
121 Mainland South Port of LA 2 Mainland warm 5 118.257011 33.706796 
122 Mainland South Port of LA 3 Mainland warm 5 118.254147 33.715719 
123 Mainland South Port of LA 4 Mainland warm 5 118.266841 33.708359 
124 Mainland South King Harbor Mainland warm 5 118.398731 33.843268 
125 Mainland South San Onofre Mainland warm 3 117.545777 33.325690 
126 Mainland South Barn Kelp Mainland warm 1 117.486872 33.291764 
127 Mainland South San Mateo Kelp Mainland warm 1 117.593397 33.373749 
128 Mainland South Laguna Beach Mainland warm 1 117.784118 33.535041 
129 Mainland South San Clemente Reef Mainland warm 5 117.620651 33.402724 
130 Mainland South Dana Point Mainland warm 1 117.721284 33.461371 
131 Mainland South Cardiff-Encinitas Mainland warm 2 117.303287 33.043031 
132 Mainland South Carlsbad Mainland warm 1 117.345303 33.136072 
133 Mainland South La Jolla Mainland warm 1 117.285702 32.831748 
134 Mainland South Point Loma north Mainland warm 1 117.267481 32.724302 
135 Mainland South Point Loma south Mainland warm 1 117.254668 32.676597 
136 San Clemente Wilson Cove Island warm 1 118.551681 33.005913 
137 Mainland South Port of LA 5 Mainland Warm 5 118.23185 33.714348 
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Table 4. The 60 sites randomly chosen for the probabilistic design, current research sites 
and CRANE sites within them.  
 

Id# Region Site 
Agency-Current 
Study Site CRANE 2003 

3 Anacapa Port Rock PISCO-West Isle Anacapa West Isle 
6 Anacapa Lighthouse PISCO-Lighthouse Southwest Lighthouse 

79 San Clemente Reflector Reef   
77 San Clemente West Clemente   
83 San Clemente Eel Point   
88 San Clemente Lil Flower  Little Flower 
84 San Clemente China Point  China Point 
31 San Miguel Simonton Cove   

29 San Miguel Cuyler Harbor 
PISCO- Cuyler and 
Harris Pt. Cuyler and Harris Pt. 

44 San Nicolas Station 3   
45 San Nicolas Alpha Foul   
43 San Nicolas Boilers   
41 San Nicolas Station 2   
39 San Nicolas Daytona Beach  Sand Spit 
40 San Nicolas Dutch Harbor  Daytona Beach 
34 Santa Barbara Island Santa Barbara north   
36 Santa Barbara Island Sutil   
91 Santa Catalina Lionhead VRG/LACSD  

104 Santa Catalina 
Ironbound and Ribbon 
Rock VRG/LACSD  

95 Santa Catalina Rippers Cove VRG/LACSD  
102 Santa Catalina Pin Rock to Banana Rock VRG/LACSD Ripper's Cove 
101 Santa Catalina Little Harbor VRG/LACSD  

16 Santa Cruz Painted Cave 
PISCO-Painted Cave 
and Hazards Painted Cave and Hazards 

8 Santa Cruz Scorpions 

PISCO-Scorpion 
Anchorage, Scorpion 
Point, Cavern Point, 
Potato Pasture, Coche 
Point  Coche Point and Scorpion 

10 Santa Cruz Yellow Banks PISCO-Yellowbanks  Yellowbanks 
14 Santa Cruz Morris to Kenton   
11 Santa Cruz Blue Banks PISCO-Valley Blue Banks 
12 Santa Cruz Gull Island PISCO-Gull Island Gull Island 
23 Santa Rosa Rodes PISCO-Beacon Reef Beacon Reef 
24 Santa Rosa Talcott PISCO-Rodes Reef Rodes Reef 

18 Santa Rosa East Point   
19 Santa Rosa Ford Point PISCO-Jolla Vieja Jolla Vieja 
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Id# Region Site 
Agency-Current 
Study Site CRANE 2003 

20 Santa Rosa Johnson's Lee 

PISCO-Johnson's Lee 
South, Johnson's Lee 
North Johnson's Lee 

50 Mainland North Refugio   

49 Mainland North Cojo Anchorage 
PISCO-Cojo 
Anchorage Cojo 

52 Mainland North Naples Reef PISCO-Naples Reef Naples Reef 
54 Mainland North Ellwood   
58 Mainland North Carp Reef   
55 Mainland North Isly Reef   
63 Mainland North Horseshoe Kelp   
57 Mainland North Mohawk   
60 Mainland North La Conchita Banana   
61 Mainland North Soledad   

115 Mainland North Deep Hole VRG/SMBK  
 

114 Mainland North Leo Carrillo to Encinal VRG/SMBK  
112 Mainland North Little Dume VRG/SMBK  
113 Mainland North Point Dume VRG/SMBK  
63 Mainland North Horseshoe Kelp SP VRG/LACSD  
63 Mainland North Horseshoe Kelp SP VRG/LACSD  

111 Mainland South Flat Rock VRG/LACSD  
110 Mainland South Rocky Point and Ridges VRG/LACSD Rocky Point 

106 Mainland South 
Bunker Point to Whites 
Point VRG/LACSD  

120 Mainland South Little Corona   
69 Mainland South Dana Point  Dana Point 
74 Mainland South San Onofre  San Onofre 
65 Mainland South Carlsbad  Carlsbad 
64 Mainland South Cardiff-Encinitas  Encinitas 
66 Mainland South La Jolla SDSU La Jolla 
67 Mainland South Point Loma north SDSU Point Loma North 
68 Mainland South Point Loma south SDSU  
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Table 5. CRANE survey sites in the SCB and current commitment (occupied)  in 2008 
program. 
 

Site Name Code County or Island Latitude (N) Longitude (W) Occupied 
Cojo CJ Santa Barbara 34.44508 120.41583 x 
Naples2 NP Santa Barbara 34.42218 119.95187 x 
Cuyler MGCY San Miguel Island 34.05027 120.34587 x 
Harris Point MGHP San Miguel Island 34.05278 120.33738 x 
Tyler Bight MGTB San Miguel Island 34.02653 120.4067 x 
Crook Point MGCP San Miguel Island 34.01718 120.32888 x 
Rodes Reef SRRR Santa Rosa Island 34.0325 120.1072 x 
Beacon Reef SRBR Santa Rosa Island 34.0492 120.0432 x 
Monacos2 SRMN Santa Rosa Island 33.9845 120.0087 x 
Bee Rock SRBE Santa Rosa Island 33.9539 120.2119 x 
Cluster Point SRCP Santa Rosa Island 33.9238 120.18945 x 
Chickasaw SRCK Santa Rosa Island 33.8999 120.1361 x 
Johnson’s Lee SRJL Santa Rosa Island 33.8941 120.1079 x 
Jolla Vieja SRJV Santa Rosa Island 33.9092 120.0677 x 
Forney CRFR Santa Cruz Island 34.05303 119.90693 x 
Painted Cave CRPC Santa Cruz Island 34.07287 119.87098 x 
Hazards CRHZ Santa Cruz Island 34.05658 119.82117 x 
Pelican CRPL Santa Cruz Island 34.03065 119.69665 x 
Coche Point CRCP Santa Cruz Island 34.04497 119.60153 x 
Scorpion CRSP Santa Cruz Island 34.04847 119.54637 x 
Gull Isle CRGI Santa Cruz Island 33.9499 119.8236 x 
Valley CRVY Santa Cruz Island 33.98433 119.64148 x 
Yellowbanks CRYB Santa Cruz Island 33.99037 119.5545 x 
Anacapa West Isle ANWI Anacapa Island 34.01698 119.43292 x 
Anacapa Middle Isle ANMI Anacapa Island 34.00932 119.38877 x 
Anacapa East Isle ANEI Anacapa Island 34.01767 119.36368 x 
Cat Rock ANCR Anacapa Island 34.0035 119.4241 x 
Southwest Lighthouse ANLT Anacapa Island 34.0116 119.3661 x 
Malibu2 MB Los Angeles 34.02785 118.69552 x 
King Harbor KH Los Angeles 33.84143 118.39492 x 
Rocky Point RK Los Angeles 33.78053 118.42793 x 
Point Vicente PV Los Angeles 33.7441 118.41962 x 
Dana Point DP Orange 33.47962 117.7257  
San Mateo MT Orange 33.38842 117.6008  
San Onofre SO San Diego 33.34445 117.55735  
Barn Kelp BK San Diego 33.28935 117.4898  
Carlsbad CB San Diego 33.12792 117.33693  
Encinitas EN San Diego 33.03408 117.29655  
Cardiff CF San Diego 32.9954 117.27813  
La Jolla LJ San Diego 32.8209 117.28505 x 
Point Loma North PLN San Diego 32.72382 117.25965 x 
Point Loma South PLS San Diego 32.68668 117.26618 x 
Sand Spit SNSS San Nicolas Island 33.21622 119.44362  
Dutch Harbor SNDH San Nicolas Island 33.21288 119.47053  
Arch Point SBAP Santa Barbara Island 33.48633 119.02793 x 
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Table 5. Continued 
Site Name Code County or Island Latitude (N) Longitude (W) Occupied 

South Kelp SBSK Santa Barbara Island 33.47085 119.02932 x 
West Kelp2 CTWK Santa Catalina Island 33.4718 118.60447  
Johnson's Rocks2 CTJR Santa Catalina Island 33.47673 118.58887  
Isthmus Reef CTIR Santa Catalina Island 33.44782 118.48932 x 
Intakes CTIN Santa Catalina Island 33.44708 118.4851 x 
West Quarry2 CTQW Santa Catalina Island 33.44245 118.47143  
Ripper's Cove CTRC Santa Catalina Island 33.42857 118.42992 x 
East Quarry CTQE Santa Catalina Island 33.3157 118.30333  
Lobster Bay CTLB Santa Catalina Island 33.4276 118.52032  
Catalina Harbor2 CTCH Santa Catalina Island 33.4262 118.51145  
Pin Rock2 CTPR Santa Catalina Island 33.42352 118.50433 x 
Little Harbor CTLH Santa Catalina Island 33.38925 118.48088 x 
Little Flower CLLF San Clemente Island 32.84023 118.36855  
Pyramid Cove CLPC San Clemente Island 32.80873 118.43772  
China Point CLCP San Clemente Island 32.80873 118.43772 x 

 
 
 
C. Quality Assurance and Quality Control 
 

The rocky reef field leaders met on May 29, 2008 to review all field protocols in 
dry lab setting.  Field audits and coordination are overseen by three regional QA/QC 
officers, each a principal investigator from CRANE, and will follow the format used 
during CRANE (Tenera 2006).  QA/QC officers oversee the training of all personnel in 
their study region.  This training first includes the oversight of the testing of field 
technicians with various types of training materials which includes techniques and 
taxonomic materials.  In addition all field technicians are trained for fish size class 
estimations prior to commencing field work.  After the oversight of the dry lab training, 
the QA/QC officers are responsible for auditing the field crews throughout the sampling 
season.  The QA/QC officers and field leaders conduct at least one intercalibration field 
sampling event to insure consistency among the various field programs, with the 
objective of consistency in sampling techniques.   
 
QA/QC OFFICERS 

 
Northern Region-Dr. Jennifer Caselle (caselle@msi.cusb.edu) 
Central Region-Dr. Dan Pondella (Pondella@oxy.edu) 
Southern Region-Dr. Matt Edwards (Edwards@sciences.sdsu.edu) 
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D. Field Program 
D.1 Sampling Unit 

 
A sampling unit in this program is the equivalent of one-half of a PISCO or 

CRANE study site, which will be referred to as a sampling cell.  A cell will consist of a 
fixed stretch of coastline, occupying at least 250 m of reef habitat.  Within each cell four 
depth zones (if present) will be sampled.  Each depth zone needs to be geo referenced.   
The core sampling unit for a PISCO/CRANE cell is three depth zones based upon the 
natural contours of a reef.  These strata are the inner (~5m), middle (~10m) and outer 
(~15m) portions of a natural reef or kelp bed.  In the Bight ’08 program we have added a 
deep zone (~25m) when this habitat is available.  Thus, the sampled target depths for 
sites are 5 m, 10 m, 15 m and 25 m contours (or equivalent inshore, middle, and outer and 
deep portions of a reef; Figure 6).  Within each depth zone two benthic sampling 
protocols, Unified Point Contact (UPC) and macro invertebrate and algae (Swath), will 
be completed.  For fishes, in each depth zone four benthic, mid-depth and canopy (when 
present) 30 m belt transects will be completed.  If kelp reaches the surface, then the 
canopy transects are completed.  The minimum sampling effort for a reef is the core 
sampling unit from PISCO/CRANE cell, which includes 12 benthic fish transects, 12 
midwater fish transects, 12 canopy (when present) fish transects, 6 UPC and 6 Swath 
transects.  100 red and 100 purple urchins are size classed at each site. A team of four 
divers can sample a cell within a sampling day.  Other sampling configurations are used 
depending on the specific distributions of rock reefs and depth profiles at a site as 
determined by the principal investigator. However, the same number of replicates for the 
core sampling unit would need to be completed. 
 
Figure 6. Example of the four sampling depth zone on a natural reef. 
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D.2 Fish Sampling 
The purpose of the fish sampling is to estimate fish density and length frequency 

distributions by species at each site. Good visibility is critical and a minimum of 3 m is 
necessary to conduct these transects.  Within each cell, a total of four benthic, four 
middepth and four canopy (when present) 30 m x 2 m replicate transects are sampled. 
The sampled target depths for sites with three zones were approximately the 25m, 15 m, 
10 m, and 5 m depths (or equivalent  reef zones, deep, outer-edge, middle, and inshore 
portion), respectively. The height of the ‘mid-water’ transect varies as a function of 
bottom depth and is approximately half way up the water column.  Canopy transects are 
conducted immediately below the kelp canopy when present.   
 Observers begin the transects by loosely clipping the end of the transect 
measuring tape to a kelp frond or placing it beneath a rock. The pair of divers swim in the 
pre-arranged compass direction for a distance of 30 m while counting and estimating the 
sizes of the fish. All conspicuous fishes encountered along the transects are recorded. 
Divers count and estimated total length (TL) of small fish (< 15 cm [5.9 in] TL ) to the 
nearest cm, and larger fish (> 15 cm) to the nearest 5 cm (2.0 in) interval. If a school of 
fish (>10 fish) is encountered, the number of fish is estimated within each size group. The 
observer censuses fishes within the boundaries of an imaginary observation “box” 
slightly ahead of them as they swim along, sometimes stopping, scanning and searching 
within discrete areas of the “box” that is delimited by the 2 m transect width and natural 
features such as kelp plants or large boulders. The diver holds the data board in front of 
them and records data periodically so that they could maintain fish counts and size 
estimates with minimal distraction. If there is an intervening obstacle, the transect 
continued over it so long as the depth change was less than 2.5 m. If the obstacle is 
greater than 2.5 m in height, the transect circumvented it. Transects are completed even if 
sand is encountered. When there was sand for more than 5 m and it appeared that the 
habitat continued primarily as sand, the transect direction is changed to the minimum 
necessary to remain on rocky habitat. Physical data collected on each transect included 
observation depth (m), water temperature (Cº), horizontal visibility (m), surge (0-4 
relative scale), and kelp canopy cover (%). 

Transects are completed in 3-6 minutes depending on the number of fishes and 
the complexity of the habitat. Upon completing a transect, the divers then swim to the 
starting point of their next replicate transect within the same zone by choosing a 
haphazard direction along a similar depth contour. The preferred distance between 
transects is at least 10 m.   
 Canopy transects can be completed at two levels of expertise.  1) a fully trained 
scientist who is familiar with young-of-year (YOY) fishes.  At this level fishes of all sizes 
are enumerated and size classed.  2) a normal scientific diver who is proficient in 
identifying and sizing fishes on benthic and midwater transects.  These divers would 
record all adult and subadults by species and YOY’s could be recorded at higher 
taxonomic levels.  

 

D.3 Invertebrate and Macroalgae sampling 
Swath, sea urchin sampling and uniform point contact (UPC) are conducted 

within each depth zone, a total of eight 30 m x 2 m replicate transects are sampled. 
Transects are deployed beforehand parallel to the bathymetry and maintained within a + 
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2.5 m depth range. As with the fish transects, if there is an intervening obstacle, the 
transect is continued over it unless it was greater than 2.5 m in height, in which case the 
transect circumvented it.  Visibility of at least 3 m is necessary.  
 
D.4 Swath Sampling 

The purpose of the swath sampling is to estimate the density of conspicuous, solitary 
and mobile invertebrates as well as specific macroalgae. Individual invertebrates and 
plants are counted along the entire 30 m x 2 m transect. Transects are completed even if 
sand is encountered but when there was sand for more than 5 m, the direction of the 
transect was changed to the minimum necessary to remain on rocky habitat.  Divers 
slowly swim one direction counting targeted invertebrates (from a pre-printed list on the 
data sheet) and then swim back along the transect counting targeted macroalgae. Cracks 
and crevices were searched and understory algae pushed aside. No organisms are 
removed. Any organism with more than half of its body inside the swath area is counted.  
The following size criteria applied to counting macroalgal species: 

• Macrocystis plants taller than 1 m (3.3 ft), and number of stipes per plant at 1 
m above the substrate.  Macrocystis is not subsampled. 

• Nereocystis, Pterygophora, Laminaria setchellii and Eisenia arborea taller 
than 30 cm (11.8 in) 

• Laminaria farlowii with blade greater than 10 cm (3.9 in) wide 
• Cystoseira osmundacea greater than 6 cm (2.4 in) wide 
• Costaria and Alaria no size restrictions 

Transects are divided into three, 10-meter segments. Species that occurred in high 
densities (e.g., purple urchins) are sub-sampled if greater than 30 individuals occurred 
within any of the three 10 m segments on a transect. Macrocystis is not subsampled.  
Normally a diver counts all target species within each 10 m segment, but when 30 
individuals of one species are counted, the diver records the meter mark at which the 
threshold abundance is reached and then stopped counting that species for the remainder 
of that segment. The species continued to be counted at the start of each following 
segment and the same threshold abundance rule was applied. The subsampled 
abundances are then extrapolated per segment to calculate an estimated total abundance 
per transect. Considering their paucity for the majority of the SCB the size and species of 
any abalone is recorded. 

 
D.5 Uniform Point Contact Benthos Sampling  

Percent cover of substrate type, substrate relief and benthic organisms are 
recorded at each meter mark along the 30 m transect tape. Substrate percentages in the 
following categories are estimated within each 10 m segment: bedrock (> 1 m), boulder 
(1 m), cobble (<10 cm), and sand. Substrate relief is the maximum relief within a 
rectangle centered on the point that is 0.5 meter along the tape and 1 meter wide (Figure 
2-4). To contact benthic organisms, the line is pushed down and the species under the 
tape is recorded. If the line could not contact the substrate, the diver’s finger was used to 
mark the spot. Epiphytes, epizooids and mobile organisms are not recorded. If the contact 
point was on a blade of Laminaria, brittlestars or the sea cucumber Pachythione rubra, 
the organism under the point is recorded and it is noted that the point was under one of 
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these organisms.  The superlayer is also recorded.  In addition to quantifying benthic 
organisms, the following types of bare substrate are recorded, if contacted: rock, sand, 
shell debris, and mud. Considering their paucity for the majority of the SCB the size and 
species of any abalone is recorded. 

 
D.6 Sea Urchin Sampling 

In order to gain a more accurate estimate of the size frequency distribution of 
local sea urchins populations, specimens are collected and measured in the areas on and 
around each transect. In areas where urchins are abundant at least 100 red and 100 purple 
urchins are collected and their test diameters measured to the nearest centimeter. 
Specimens were collected from each depth zone and multiple areas of the site, if possible. 
To avoid bias in size measurements, all emergent urchins are collected from each patch 
unless the patch is very large, in which case only a portion of the patch is completely 
collected. Urchins are measured either underwater or on the boat. Very small urchins (< 1 
cm) under the spine canopy of larger urchins are not measured. If it is not possible to 
collect 100 of each species within a total dive time of one hour, the search for urchins is 
suspended.  Considering their paucity for the majority of the SCB the size and species of 
any abalone is recorded. 

 
 
E. Special Studies 
 
E.1 Oil Rig Surveys 

Oil rigs have a previously determined optimal sampling strategy due to their 
configuration. Midwater community surveys will be conducted via SCUBA transects at 
six of the seven petroleum platforms on the San Pedro Shelf (Edith, Eureka, Eva, Esther, 
and the Ellen-Elly complex and five in the Santa Barbara Channel (Gilda, Grace B, 
Platform B, Holly, and Irene.  Conspicuous fish counts will be collected via fish 
transecting methods described by Love et al. (2003).  A dive team descended to the first 
crossbeam above 31 m and followed a rectangular transect pattern along the major 
horizontal crossbeams.  Upon completion at the 30m level, divers ascended to the next 
crossbeam and repeat the same transect pattern.  Every major horizontal crossmemeber 
was surveyed from three major depth zones: Level 1, range 1 to 10 m; Level 2, range 11 
to 20m; Level 3, range 21 to 32 m (Love et al. 2003).  Survey divers identified, counted 
and estimated the size for all fish encountered in a standardized volume along the 
structure.  Fish size estimation was done using five centimeter bin units.  The second 
diver functioned as a safety diver, as well as periodically operating a digital video 
camera.  The video footage was used for groundtruthing fish identification and as a 
method of controlling for observer variability.  
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E.2 Port of Los Angeles Surveys 
Studying the reefs of the Port of Los Angeles, situated at the center of the SCB, is 

important for a variety of reasons.  First, the Federal Breakwater and associate rocky 
groins constitute the largest reef complex in the SCB.  What percentage of the total reef 
habitat in SCB this represents is currently unknown.  From the data products generated 
under the first study question, we will be able to determine the contribution of these 
structures to amount of hard substrate in the Bight.  Secondly, there is limited data on the 
biological resources associated with these reef structures (Froeschke et al. 2005).  Due to 
the high relief reefs and continual kelp coverage, these structures contribute significant 
amounts of resources (biomass and species diversity) to the region.  The Port of Los 
Angeles has long been a focus of pier, shore and jetty fishing.  These activities are likely 
to increase in scope and magnitude in and around the Port.  There is the long term 
potential to increase these nearshore-fishing opportunities and creating a research 
program that will generate data to evaluate these opportunities is timely and necessary.  
Thus, there is a necessity to collect and interpret data about the organisms, which are 
being extracted by these activities.  In addition, this research effort will augment the 
current biological baseline survey being conducted in the Port.    
 Five sites (Figure 7) in the Port during the 2008 sampling season will be surveyed 
by the Southern California Marine Institute..  The first is the Federal Breakwater 
proximate to Cabrillo Beach.  This site will be particularly important for generating data 
that can be used in the development of a fishing pier at that location.  The second and 
third sites are Federal Breakwater around Angel’s Gate.  These sites are intensively 
fished and due to a variety of physical factors, (i.e. depth, relief, currents) support a 
diverse kelp and rocky reef ecosystem that is highly productive.  The fourth site is the 
rocky groin on the perimeter of the shallow water habitat.  These types of habitats were 
shown to be highly productive in San Diego Bay (Pondella et al. 2006).  The fifth site is 
the rocky perimeter of Pier 400.  
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Figure 7. Study sites in the Port of Los Angles for the  Bight 08’ Rocky Reef study.  
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E.3 Artificial Reef Surveys 

Known artificial reefs in the SCB have been mapped and are included as their 
own GIS layer.   Surveys of artificial reefs will follow the same protocols as the natural 
reefs.  The principal investigator based upon reef configuration will determine the 
allocation of replicates.  In addition to the five sites in the Port of Los Angeles and the 
breakwaters of King Harbor, Redondo Beach we are targeting all of the artificial reefs in 
Los Angeles and Orange Counties. 

 
 

 
 
Figure 8. Locations of artificial reefs in Los Angeles and Orange Counties. 
 
E.4 Reef Check California (RCCA) Surveys 

RCCA protocol has been modeled after the CRANE and PISCO methods. The 
sampling unit is identical to CRANE/PISCO methods, 30 x 2 m (x 2 m for fish). An 
RCCA site is 250 m of linear coastline while CRANE/PISCO sites are 500 m split into 2 
areas of approximately 250 m. When compared to half, either the upcoast or downcoast 
area, of a CRANE/PISCO site RCCA has the same sample size for benthic surveys (n = 
6) and a slightly higher replicate count, 18 instead of 12 replicate transects, for fish 
surveys. When designing a monitoring protocol, it is important to match the scientific 
skills of the intended users with the scientific requirements of the program.  By selecting 
a subset of key indicators and requiring rigorous training, testing and certification, the 
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RCCA monitoring protocol has been specifically designed to suit the State’s management 
needs at a level that can effectively utilize the vast resources of community-based  RCCA 
trained divers. The RCCA protocol indicator species list is smaller overall than the 
PISCO/CRANE list in order to ensure the data quality of RCCA surveys, while still 
providing key information needed to improve nearshore marine management in 
California. All the RCCA indicator species are also surveyed by PISCO/CRANE.  All 
comparable metrics from the RCCA surveys will be used.   

In Bight 08’ we will conduct a calibration experiment between the RCCA and 
those being conducted by volunteers and scientific divers.  These will be blind 
comparisons conducted this fall.  The remaining RCCA surveys and dates are listed in 
Table 6.  The regional coordinators of the scientific dive teams will coordinate with 
Colleen Wisniewski RCCA’s Southern California Program Manager 
(colleen@reefcheck.org; 619.255.9706) to survey the remaining unoccupied sites in the 
reef draw so that they may be as temporally close to the RCCA surveys as possible.  
SCCWRP and the rocky reef committee in coordination with RCCA will examine all 
common metrics from the two programs in the calibration study. 
 
Table 6. Remaining RCCA sites that overlap with Bight 08’ stations in the SCB and 
potential sampling dates. 

Site_Name Latitude Longitude 
Fall 2008   (Sept-Nov) 

Naples Reef 34.4219 -119.9515 10/4/2008-potential date 

IV Reef 34.4031 -119.8661 10/11/2008-potential date 

Cueva Valdez 34.055 -119.81 10/29/2008 

Malaga Cove 33.8037 -118.3984 begin 0ct 12 

Little Corona Del Mar 33.5898 -117.8687 oct 25 begin 

Heisler Park - (LBAOP) 33.5423 -117.7950 oct/nov 

Crystal Cove-(LBAOP) 33.5714 -117.8412 oct/nov 

Salt Creek (LBAOP)    oct/nov 

Torqua 33.3830 -118.35 late sept 

Del Mar 32.9714 -117.2722 Oct LG boat?? 

S. Solana Beach   maybe late October?? 

North Hill Street (N Point Loma) 32.7286 -117.2650 start sept 13 

BroomtailReef (S Point Loma ) 32.6942 -117.2681 start Oct 18 
 

 
F. Anthropogenic Effects 
 

Critical to various resource managers concerns and needs is the development of a 
reef index of health.  The data generated under the second study question will include all 
parameters necessary for the evaluation of this index.  We will form a subcommittee to 
oversee this process study.  The initial index development will begin with at least two 
datasets (CRANE and VRG SMBRC reef study) and optimally then be applied to the 
Bight 08’ data. 
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We currently recognize that there are various natural and anthropogenic factors 
affecting reef communities on localized scales.  These include harmful algal blooms 
(HAB), turbidity, river plumes, sedimentation, overfishing, pollution, marine protected 
areas (MPA’s), and kelp bed restoration.  Our goal is to overlay the natural biological 
conditions determined in this program with the various data layers generated in the other 
Bight 08’ programs enabling the beginning of a understanding of how these various 
factors may relate to each other.  This will facilitate perhaps more detailed process 
studies of these potential effects. 
 
 
G. Liability and Diver Safety 
 

Divers must adhere to the “scientific diving” guidelines of the American 
Academy of Underwater Sciences (AAUS) or equivalent dive programs.  "Scientific 
diving" gives the researcher much more regulatory flexibility for complex tasks than 
"commercial" divers.  Scientific diving is defined in Cal/OSHA regulations in Title 8 of 
the California Code of Regulations (8CCR) in section 6051 et. seq.  The parallel Federal 
OSHA reference is 29 CFR 1910.402.  Federal and Cal/OSHA have granted an 
exemption from the rigid commercial diving standard/regulations, for scientific diving.   
This exemption is allowed ONLY if the diving operations are performed solely as a 
necessary part of a scientific, research, or educational activity by employees and students 
whose sole purpose for diving is to perform scientific research tasks.  In addition to this 
mandate, the following elements of a scientific diving program must be established and 
maintained to qualify as a scientific diving program.  Strictly adhering to safe scientific 
diving practices under the guidelines of AAUS allows the Cal/OSHA exemption to be 
enacted.  In addition participating institutions must carry a minimum of $1,000,000 
general liability insurance.  

Reef Check California (RCCA) utilizes volunteer divers.  They use very specific 
language when divers go through the training course emphasizing that divers conduct 
RCCA survey dives at their “own will” and they use “the safe diving practices they were 
taught in their scuba certification course”. When divers go through a RCCA Training 
Course the RCCA staff who teach the course are covered by a group  professional 
liability insurance policy  with a $2 million aggregate which they purchase through 
NAUI.  The policy provides the typical coverage all scuba instructors carry in California. 
The divers sign NAUI releases, an RCCA release, and a release for whatever dive charter 
boat we use for the training. 

For this reason, the vast majority of RCCA surveys are NOT conducted under a 
home institution’s AAUS auspices, however, basic scientific guidelines outlined by 
AAUS are followed (e.g. alternate air souce, buddy system, etc.). RCCA does have divers 
that are AAUS affiliated from university and agency partners (i.e. UCSB, HSU, CDFG 
and MLML) that do conduct RCCA dives under AAUS auspice of their home institution 
when we use boats that require that, such as CDFG or Sanctuary/NOAA boats for 
surveys. The home institution writes the LOR and they assume the liability for that 
diver.  For the actual surveys volunteer divers conduct them at their “own will” meaning 
that they were going diving anyway and chose to conduct a RCCA survey when they are 

614



Nearshore Rocky Reefs of Santa Monica Bay 

Vantuna Research Group 166

underwater. They often charter boats for surveys and these operate just like any dive 
charter in that the vessel operator assumes the liability for all divers on the boat. 
 
 
 
H. Timeline and Report Chapters 
Timeline 
Field Sampling: 6/1/2008-12/31/2008 
Data Submittal: 3/31/2009 
QA/QC: 5/30/2009 
Analysis>Oral Report: 12/31/2009 
Written Report: 6/30/2010 
 
Chapters 
Marine Protected Areas 
Time Series Assessment 
Assessment Index Development 
Reef Mapping 
Biological Assemblages 
Artificial reef vs natural reef comparison 
Rigs vs natural reef comparison 
Utilization of RCCA data 
Integration with other Bight 08’ components
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LA County Department of Beaches & HarborsKreimann

LA City Department of Public Works

Member (Voting) Ballona Creek Watershed Cities (Culver City)

Enrique

Santos Member (Non-voting)

Santa Monica Bay Restoration Commission - 

Gold Mark Member (Voting)

Member (Voting)

O'Leary Micheal

Zaldivar

Rosendahl Bill

Public Member (Environmental/Public Interest), Heal The Bay

Councilmember, Los Angeles City Council District 11

Washburn Dennis Member (Voting) At-Large Member BWC (City Council Member, City of Calabasas)

Member (Voting)
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9/25/2010

LAST NAME FIRST NAME COMMISSION 
POSITION AFFILIATION

Santa Monica Bay Restoration Commission - 

Backstrom Paul Alternate (Voting) Councilmember, LA City Council District 11

Brucker Barry Alternate (Voting) Ballona Creek Watershed Cities (Beverly Hills, Mayor)

Brand Bill Alternate (Voting) South Bay Cities (City of Redondo Beach)

Friess Philip Alternate (Voting) LA County Sanitation District

Kalapura Sona Alternate (Voting) At-Large Member (City of Manhattan Beach)

Kubani Dean Alternate (Voting) President, Bay Watershed Council

Nissman Susan Alternate (Voting) Zev Yaroslavsky, Supervisor, 3rd District, County of Los Angeles

Schuchat Sam Alternate (Voting) California State Coastal Conservancy

Sikich Sara Alternate (Voting) Public Member (Environmental/Public Interest), Heal The Bay

Spivy-Weber Fran Alternate (Voting) California Environmental Protection Agency

Tam Wing Alternate (Voting) LA City Department of Public Works

Ulich Pamela Alternate (Voting) Malibu Creek Watershed Cities (City of Malibu)

Bay Steve Alternate (Non-voting) Technical Advisory Committee, Vice Chair

Chesney Bryant Alternate (Non-voting) NOAA-NMFS Southwest Division

Goode Suzanne Alternate (Non-voting) California Department of Parks & Recreation

Kemmerer John Alternate (Non-voting) US EPA Region IX

Miyamoto Charlotte Alternate (Non-voting) LA County Department of Beaches & Harbors

Murphy Daniel Alternate (Non-voting) LA County Fire Department, Lifeguard Division

Molen Stephanie Alternate (Non-voting) Fran Pavley, California State Senator, 23rd District

Orton Randall Alternate (Non-voting) Las Virgenes Municipal Water District

Rishoff Louise Alternate (Non-voting) Julia Brownley, State Assemblymember, 41st District

Skei Rorie Alternate (Non-voting) Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy

Cameron Barbara Alternate #2 (Voting) Malibu Creek Watershed Cities (City of Malibu)

Kennedy Jim Alternate #2 (Voting) Councilmember, LA City Council District 11

King Kathline Alternate #2 (Non-
Voting) LA County Department of Beaches & Harbors

Mullin Michael Alternate #2 (Voting) Office of the Mayor, City of Los Angeles

Shapiro Neal Alternate #2 (Voting) At-Large Member BWC (City of Santa Monica)

Small Mary Alternate #2 (Voting) California State Coastal Conservancy

LA County Department of Public WorksPestrella Mark Alternate (Voting)
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bay restoration commission
STEWARDS OF SANTA MONICA BAY

santa monica bay restoration ammission , 320 west 4h street, sfe 200; Ios angeles, calffomia 90013
213/576-6615 phone . 213/576-6646 fax . santamonicabay.org

SANTA MONICA BAY RESTORATION COMMISSION

August 20,2009

Resolution No.09-05

Resolution Supporting the Marine Life Protcction Act Initistive
In Southern California

WHEREAS the Santa Monica Bay Restoration Commission is a state entity whose mission is to
restore and enhance the Santa Monica Bay through actions and partnerships that improve water
quality, conserve and rehabilitate natural resowces, and protect the Bay's benefits and values; and

WHEREAS the SMBRC represents a broad stakeholder group that values a rational, ecosystem-
based approach to natural resource management, transparent decision-making, an inclusive public
process, and finding balance between competing demands while maximizing the many benefits
for all that stem from resource protection; and

WHEREAS nearshore rocky reef and kelp bed habitats along the north coast of Malibu and Palos
Verdes Peninsula are among most abundant and diverse in marine life in the Santa Monica Bay as
well as the Southern California Bight; and

WHEREAS goals of the Marine Life Protection Act (MLPA) are consistent with the restoration,
educational and research goals and objectives ofthe Bay Restoration Plan; and

WHEREAS Marine Protected Areas (MPAs) established through the MLPA process provide a
range of protection levels through three types of MPA designations: state marine reserve (SMR),
state marine park (SMP), and state marine conservation area (SMCA) in order to meet MLPA
goals; and

WHEREAS California Departrnent of Fish and Game (DFG) data show that some fish stocks in
the Santa Monica Bay and the Southern California Bight are depressed; and

WHEREAS DFG documents show that recreational and commercial fishing are of enormous
cultural and economic value and provide significant employment and recreational opportunities
for small businesses, subsistence fishers, sport divers, and others; and

WHEREAS scientific studies locally and around the world show that freeing key habitats of
fishing pressure results in increased abundance, diversity and size oftarget species in adjacent
areas and is an effective way to support long-term harvesting of fish for present and future users;
and

our nissron. to restore and enhance the santa monica bay through actions and paftnerships that improve
water quality, conserve and rehabilitate natural resources, and protect the bay's benefits and values
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P,
bay restoration commission
STEWARDS OF SANTA MONICA BAY

santa monica bay restoration commission " 320 west 4k sfreef, sfe 200; los angeles, california g0013
213/576-6615 phone . 213/576-6646 fax - santamonicabay.org

WHEREAS these scientific studies also show that a wider variety of bigger, more abundant fish
are better at seeding future populations which, in the event of natural or man-made environmental
disasters or accidental mismanagement of fisheries due to lack of knowledge of the resource, will
expedite recovery offish stocks and other related resources and ensure the ecological integrity of
the Santa Monica Bay's ecosystems;

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the members of the Governing Board of the Santa Monica
Bay Restoration Commission support the following outcomes of the Marine Life Protection Act
implementation in the Santa Monica Bay:

o Marine protected areas that protect and conserve marine life and habitat, allowing for the
recovery ofdepleted fish, invertebrate, and plant populations;

o Stakeholder process that uses the best readily available science and socio-economic data,
as well as the advice and assistance of scientists, resource managers, experts,
stakeholders and members of the public;

o A network of marine protected areas that meet the guidelines established by the MLPA
Science Advisory Team;

o Marine r€serves that protect high quality rocky habitats in the Santa Monica Bay such as
Point Dume and the Palos Verdes Peninsula and generate spill-over of fish into
surrounding habitat;

o Marine cultural preserves at places such as Nicholas Canyon that will protect the
Chumash cultural heritage;

o Marine parks and conservation areas that encourage public enjoyment of the marine
environment, while educating users about the benefits and risks of consuming fish and
shellfish from the Santa Monica Bay;

o Marine protected areas that improve recreational, educational and study opportunities
provided by marine ecosystems that are subject to minimal human disturbance; and

o An adaptive management framework that actively involves the SMBRC and coastal
communities in long-term outreach and monitoring the ecological and socio-economic
impacts of MPAs in the Santa Monica Bay.

o./r /Ilrss/cr) to restore and enhance the santa monica bay through actions and partnerships that improve
water quality, conserue and rehabilitate natural resources, and protect the bay's benefits and values

Chair. Santa Monica Bav Restoration Commission
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Angie Im - Response to CEQA comments by PSO, Hilborn 

  
Mr. Napoli – Attached are two brief letters prepared by Ocean Conservancy and a law firm 
working on our behalf discussing claims made by Partnership for Sustainable Oceans and by 
reference, Dr. Ray Hilborn.  If appropriate, please submit them to the record.  Please contact 
me with any questions 
Thank you,  
  
Greg Helms 
Manager, Pacific Program 
Telephone: 805.687.2322 
Mobile: 805.886.8645 
Facsimile: 805.682.3318 
E-mail: ghelms@oceanconservancy.org 
  

 
  
120 B West Mission Street 
Santa Barbara, CA 93101 
www.oceanconservancy.org 
  

From:    Greg Helms <ghelms@oceanconservancy.org>
To:    <tnapoli@dfg.ca.gov>
Date:    11/3/2010 11:02 AM
Subject:    Response to CEQA comments by PSO, Hilborn
Attachments:   Final OC NRDC PSO letter.pdf; final LozeauDrury PSO response ltr.pdf

Page 1 of 1

11/5/2010file://C:\Documents and Settings\AIM\Local Settings\Temp\XPgrpwise\4CD14BDBDOM...
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BY ELECTRONIC MAIL  
MLPAComments@dfg.ca.gov 
 
November 2, 2010 
 
Mr. Thomas Napoli 
Marine Life Protection Act/South Coast Study Region 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 
Department of Fish & Game 
South Coast MLPA Office 
4665 Lampson, Suite C 
Los Alamitos, CA  90720 
 

RE: MLPA CEQA Comments -- Response to Comments of Parternership for 
Sustainable Oceans on Draft Environmental Impact Report Regarding Marine 
Protected Areas in the California South Coast Study Region Pursuant to the 
Marine Life Protection Act 

 
Dear Mr. Napoli: 

Please accept the following comments on behalf of Ocean Conservancy and Natural 
Resources Defense Council.  Our organizations requested and received copies of comment 
letters submitted to the Department of Fish and Game regarding the Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (DEIR) for the South Coast Marine Protected Areas Project.  Specifically we 
have reviewed the letter dated October 19, 2010 submitted by the Partnership for 
Sustainable Oceans (PSO) and offer the following comments in response to issues raises 
in the PSO letter.  This letter describes the key issues and essential responses to PSO’s 
claims, and will be followed by a cited and detailed set of references under separate cover.  
In short, the PSO letter does not raise any substantial issues under the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

The Regional Approach to Marine Life Protection Act Implementation Does Not Result in 
Impermissible Segmentation under CEQA. 

First of all, PSO is precluded from raising the issue of segmentation of environmental review 
with regard to the Central Coast and North Central Coast study regions.  The two regions 
that are already up and running are “existing conditions” and wouldn’t be part of the Project 
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Ocean Conservancy & NRDC Response to PSO DEIR Comments 
November 3, 2010 
Page 2 
 
in a Program EIR (PEIR).  Nor is the Department of Fish and Game (DFG) required under 
CEQA to combine environmental review for the remaining South and North coast study 
regions. 

According to the CEQA Guidelines, when an agency does not deem a project “a part of a 
larger undertaking or a larger project, the agency may prepare one EIR for all projects, or 
one for each project, but shall in either case comment upon the cumulative effect.” The use 
of “deem” implies that the Agency has the discretion to determine whether the study region 
is part of a larger project, and determine the scope of the CEQA document based on that 
decision. Courts have generally held that if a project can be successfully undertaken 
independently of others, it may be reviewed under a project EIR as long as the cumulative 
impacts are adequately addressed. Segmenting occurs only where it is clear that an agency 
has segmented CEQA review in a manner that evades review of larger, cumulative impacts.  

The MPAs for each study region clearly meet those tests: while the MPAs are being 
established under the auspices of a single statewide law, implementation of each study 
region is largely unaffected by the existence or composition of any other region’s MPA 
network, and each region has its own tailored goals, objectives, approval process, 
regulations, etc. Furthermore, the size and composition of each region’s MPA network 
would be impossible to predict in advance of each Regional Stakeholder Group (RSG) and 
Blue Ribbon Task Force (BRTF) process. The only specific statewide impact asserted by 
PSO is to DFG’s enforcement budget which, as described below, is not a physical impact 
on the environment warranting review under CEQA, and is, furthermore, a speculative 
impact that relies on the occurrence of several contingencies, including the Fish and Game 
Commission and Department of Fish and Game’s discretion. 

Impacts on Enforcement Resources are Not Properly Considered an Impact Under CEQA. 

PSO claims, without providing any credible evidence, that declines in fishing effort caused 
by the MPAs will both immediately and cumulatively impact a number of funding sources for 
DFG such as license revenues; will hamstring the agency’s budget; and will hinder its ability 
to protect the marine environment, resulting in poaching within the MPAs and generalized 
reductions in enforcement and marine conservation. 

The potential negative environmental impacts asserted by PSO are unlikely, highly 
speculative and depend on the occurrence of a number of contingencies unrelated to the 
MPAs.  PSO’s argument that MPAs will cause fishing levels to substantially decline isn’t 
supported by any evidence in the record.  Additionally, the budgeting decisions of DFG are 
not germane to this DEIR.  While funding levels may affect management activities under the 
MLPA, the same is true of all agency actions by all agencies.  Furthermore, funding levels 
for state programs can, and often do, vary substantially over time without warranting 
additional environmental review.  We are unaware of a single legal decision where a court 
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Ocean Conservancy & NRDC Response to PSO DEIR Comments 
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struck down an agency decision under CEQA due to concerns about the agency’s budget 
and ability to enforce the proposed regulations.   

Potential Future Impacts of Existing Activities on MPAs are Speculative and Beyond the 
Scope of the DEIR. 

PSO criticizes the DEIR for assessing consistency of the MPA proposals with existing 
permits (NPDES, mineral extraction, beach nourishment, etc.) without determining what will 
happen when those permits expire or what “reasonably foreseeable” activities will be 
impacted by the MPAs. However, unless it is reasonably foreseeable that permit conditions 
will directly conflict with the MPAs in the future (e.g., less strict NPDES requirements, 
expansions in beach nourishment or mineral extraction activities, etc.), any impacts that 
result from those changing conditions are speculative and outside the scope of this DEIR. 
Nor does PSO put forth any evidence supporting the conclusion that permit conditions will 
change from the status quo in a manner that would create conflicts with the MPAs.  

The DEIR’s Treatment of Potential Displaced Fishing Effort is Adequate. 

Based on data from the California Recreational Fishing Survey and report cards, the DEIR 
concludes that after the MPAs take effect, “recreational fishermen will adjust their travel to 
destinations equally accessible versus electing to travel longer distances and travel times.” 
The PSO disputes this conclusion, instead asserting that fishermen will choose to travel 
much farther distances to fish and that those increases in travel will result in a host of 
adverse secondary environmental impacts. However, PSO neither offers evidence to 
dispute the DEIR’s conclusion, nor does it offer evidence or even an opinion of where or 
how far the fishermen will go. In the absence of any evidence to the contrary, it is 
reasonable for the Department to rely on the data included in the DEIR.  

PSO’s claim that recreational fishermen will travel longer distances as a result of MPA 
establishment fails to acknowledge the significant efforts that were made by the Regional 
Stakeholder Group  to avoid popular fishing grounds near ports and harbors.  For example, 
Horseshoe Kelp (near the Port of Los Angeles), Carpinteria Reef (near Santa Barbara 
Harbor), the kelp forests offshore from Dana Point (near Dana Point Harbor) and Point 
Loma (between San Diego Bay and Mission Bay) were all left open to fishing in every MPA 
proposal, in part due to the proximity of these popular fishing grounds to ports and harbors.  
The assumption that the Proposed Project and its alternatives would result in recreational 
vessels having to travel farther to reach open fishing ground is unsubstantiated. It is equally 
or more likely that fishermen will redirect their effort to areas closer to port.  

Furthermore, the RSG designed MPAs to incorporate protection of representative habitats 
while leaving extensive contiguous or adjacent fishing areas open in areas like Pt. 
Conception, Pt. Dume, Palos Verdes, Laguna Beach and La Jolla to minimize potential 
short-term economic impacts and to provide maximum potential spillover benefits.  
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Therefore any effort redistribution that may result from the new MPAs will not result in 
significant displacement effects.   

Finally, THE PSO letter does not even allege that displacement of fishing effort will result in 
an impact on biological resources that meets one of the CEQA criteria for threshold of 
significance.  In any case, PSO’s claims regarding effects of fishing displacement rest 
entirely on a single piece of evidence supplied by Dr. Ray Hilborn. Dr. Hilborn supports this 
claim with a single graphic which was extracted inappropriately from Hamilton, et al, 2010, 
purportedly showing a decline in species abundance outside MPAs.  No such decline 
occurred according to personal communication with the authors.  The DEIR’s Treatment of 
Cumulative Impacts is Adequate. 

In addition to the impact to DFG’s enforcement budget described above, PSO argues that 
the DEIR uses an incorrect legal standard to analyze other cumulative impacts (“contribute 
considerably to cumulative impacts” rather than “incremental effects that are cumulatively 
considerable.”) While the language in the DEIR does not reflect the CEQA Guidelines 
verbatim, it does not reflect application of an incorrect legal standard, and can be clarified in 
the FEIR.  Significantly, PSO does not offer any evidence of significant cumulative impacts 
resulting from the IPA. 

Miscellaneous 

There are a few very minor inconsistencies in the DEIR that reflect what are likely technical 
errors, such as where the DEIR indicates “localized” biological resource impacts, and where 
it states that there will be “no impacts” on public services when it elsewhere estimates “less 
than significant impacts.” These minor mistakes can be easily corrected with brief 
explanations in the FEIR that do not rise to the level of “substantial revisions” warranting 
recirculation of the EIR. 

Conclusion 

PSO’s CEQA letter essentially rehashes a number of unsupported and unsubstantiated 
advocacy claims they have raised repeatedly in the past.  Although these claims may reflect 
the policy position or viewpoint of PSO, they do not raise actionable issues under CEQA. 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.  For additional citations and 
references, please see also a separate letter submitted on Ocean Conservancy’s behalf by 
the firm of Lozeau Drury, LLP.  
 
Sincerely,  
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Greg Helms     Karen Garrison,  
Manager, Pacific Program  Co-Director, Oceans Program 
Ocean Conservancy   Natural Resources Defense Council 
 
cc:   Lester Snow, California Secretary for Natural Resources 

John McCammon, Director, California Dept. of Fish and Game 
Sonke Mastrup, Asst. Director, California Dept. of Fish and Game 
Mr. Joe Milton, Department of Fish and Game 
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BY ELECTRONIC MAIL AND US MAIL 
 
November 2, 2010 
 
Mr. Thomas Napoli 
Marine Life Protection Act/South Coast Study Region 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 
Department of Fish & Game 
South Coast MLPA Office 
4665 Lampson, Suite C 
Los Alamitos, CA  90720 
MLPAComments@dfg.ca.gov 
 

RE: MLPA CEQA Comments -- Response to Comments of Partnership for 
Sustainable Oceans on Draft Environmental Impact Report Regarding 
Marine Protected Areas in the California South Coast Study Region 
Pursuant to the Marine Life Protection Act 

 
Dear Mr. Napoli: 
 
 I am writing on behalf of Ocean Conservancy to respond to the comment letter 
submitted by the Partnership for Sustainable Oceans (“PSO”) dated October 19, 2010 
concerning the Draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”) prepared for the California 
Marine Life Protection Act Initiative South Coast Marine Protected Areas Project 
(“MPA”) South Coast Study Region (“Project”).  The PSO fundamentally 
misunderstands the legal standard applied to review of Environmental Impact Reports 
(“EIRs”) under California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”), and provides absolutely 
no substantial evidence to supports its groundless assertions. 
 

A. LEGAL STANDARD. 
 

The starting point for any legal analysis is the legal standard.  EIRs are analyzed 
under the highly deferential “substantial evidence” standard of review.  Under the 
substantial evidence standard, the agency may accept the environmental conclusions 
reached by certain experts or agency staff, even though others may disagree with the 
underlying data, analysis, or conclusions.  (Laurel Heights Impr. Assoc. v. Regents of 
Univ. of Calif. (1988) (Laurel Heights) 47 Cal.3d 376, 408)  The existence of differing 
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opinions is not a basis for finding the EIR to be inadequate.  (Eureka Citizens v. Eureka 
(2007) 147 Cal.App.4th 357)  The lead agency is free to reject criticism from an expert 
on a given issue as long as its decision is supported by some substantial evidence.  
(Laurel Heights, at 408).  Opinions by experts, consultants or agency staff finding that a 
project’s impact will be insignificant constitutes substantial evidence supporting the 
agency’s conclusions.  (14 Cal.Code Regs. §15063(a)(3); Uhler v. Encinitas (1991) 227 
Cal.App.3d 795, 805)   

 
An agency may disregard comments that are not supported by “substantial 

evidence.”  (Gabric v. Rancho Palos Verdes (1977) 73 Cal.App.3d 183, 199)  As a 
matter of law, CEQA defines “substantial evidence” to include, facts, reasonable 
assumptions predicated on facts; and expert opinions supported by facts.   
Pub.Res.Code § 21080(e)(1); CEQA Guidelines § 15064(f)(5).  CEQA provides that 
“substantial evidence” does not include, argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion 
or narrative, clearly inaccurate or erroneous evidence, or evidence of social and 
economic impacts that do not contribute to, and are not caused by, physical impacts on 
the environment.  (Id.)   

 
To constitute substantial evidence, public comments must be supported by an 

adequate factual foundation, and without such foundation, the agency may disregard 
the comments.  (Garbic, supra)  Interpretation of technical or scientific information 
required expert evaluation.  Testimony by members fo the public on such issues does 
not qualify as substantial evidence.  (Porterville Citizens v. Porterville (2007) 157 
Cal.App.4th 885, 907-908)  Public comments that are not based on a specific factual 
foundation do not constitute substantial evidence.  (Pub.Res.Code §21082.2(c ))  For 
example, information asserted to be common knowledge is not substantial evidence if it 
is lacks adequate evidentiary foundation.  (Gentry v. Murietta (1995) 36 Cal.App.4th 
1359, 1417)  Complaints, fears, and suspicions about a project’s potential 
environmental impacts do not constitute substantial evidence.  (Porterville Citizens, 
supra)  Speculation about a project’s hypothetical impacts also has no evidentiary 
value.  (Friends of Davis v. Davis (2000) 83 Cal.App.4th 1004, 1020)   Members of the 
public may only provide substantial evidence where special expertise is not required.  
(Ocean View Estates v. Montecito (2004) 116 Cal.App.4th 396, 402)   

 
Furthermore, the agency is not required to do predict the future.  An EIR is 

required to evaluate environmental impacts only to the extent that it is reasonably 
feasible to do so.  (In Re Bay Delta (2008) 43 Cal.4th 1143, 1175)  “Crystal ball inquiry is 
not required.”  (Residents Ad Hoc Stadium Comm. v. Board of Trustees (1979) 89 
Cal.App.3d 274, 286)  An EIR need not attempt to predict future environmental 
consequences when future development is unspecified and uncertain.  (Environmental 
Protection Info. Ctr. v. Dept. of Forestry (2008) 44 Cal.4th 459, 502)  When no accepted 
methodology exists to assess an environmental impact, the lead agency may properly 
condlude that the impact is too speculative to reliably evaluate and is therefore 
unknown. (Laurel Heights, supra at 1137)   
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 The PSO comment letter suffers from an almost complete lack of substantial 
evidence.  The letter provides no expert analysis to support the vast majority of its 
assertions.  As such the agency may disregard these comments entirely.  Even when 
PSO does provide some evidence for its statements, the agency clearly provides 
substantial evidence to support its own conclusions, and may therefore rely upon its 
own experts and disregard those of PSO.  Finally, PSO asks the agency to gaze into a 
“crystal ball” and predict hypothetical and uncertain impacts that may or may not 
materialize in the future – something which CEQA neither encourages nor requires.  

 
B. The EIR Neither Segments the Project Nor Fails to Analyze Cumulative 

Impacts 
 

PSO contends that the EIR either segments the Project or fails to analyze the 
Project’s cumulative impacts.  PSO is mistaken in both respects. 

 
1. The EIR Has Not Segmented the Project. 

 
PSO contends that a program EIR should have been prepared for the entire 

state-wide network of MPAs.  PSO fails to understand that while CEQA allows the 
preparation of program or “master plan” EIRs, such EIRs are not required.   

 
CEQA allows the use of “tiered” EIRs, which generally take the form of a broad 

“programmatic” EIR followed by a series of more specific “project” EIRs.  (Pub.Res. 
Code §21068.5)  CEQA states, “A program EIR is an EIR which may be prepared on a 
series of actions that can be characterized as one large project and are related.”  
(CEQA Guidelines §15168(a) (emphasis added))  The use of the word “may” clearly 
signifies that the agency has discretion to prepare a program EIR, but is not required to 
do so.  CEQA further provides that tiered EIRs shall be provided “whenever feasible, as 
determined by the lead agency.”  (Pub.Res.Code §21093(b) (emphasis added))  
Again, this language make clear that tiered EIRs are prepared at the discretion of the 
lead agency.  A leading CEQA commentator explain, “Lead agencies have the option 
of using the tiering process when an EIR is prepared for a specific action at an early 
stage, and a narrower EIR will be prepared at a later stage.”  (Kostka & Zischke, 
Practice Under the California Environmental Quality Act, §10.7 (2010) (emphasis 
added)) 

 
PSO points out that the CEQA Guidelines state that the “lead agency shall 

prepare a program EIR”   “where individual projects . . . are to be undertaken and where 
the total undertaking comprises a project,” or where “an individual project is a necessary 
precedent for action on a larger project.”  (CEQA Guidelines §15165)  However, no 
court has ever read this section to require preparation of a program EIR.  Courts have 
generally interpreted this section narrowly to not require broader EIRs.  (See, Berkeley 
Keep Jets v. Bd. of Port Comm’rs. (2001) 91 Cal.App.4th 1344, 1358 n9)  Leading 
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CEQA commentators point out that “a program EIR is not required when a project is one 
of several similar project but is not part of a larger undertaking or project.”  The courts 
will generally defer to the agency’s reasonable determination as to whether the action 
constitutes a single project, or separate projects.  (Id.)   

 
Here, the agency clearly has substantial evidence to support its determination 

that that MPA for the South Coast Study Region (“SCSR”) is a separate project from the 
other MPAs.  The MPAs are spread over literally thousands of miles of ocean and 
coastline.  Each MPA study region has unique habitats, impacts and features.  It would 
be serve no useful function to prepare a program EIR for all of the MPAs as such an 
EIR would gloss over the distinct issues of each individual MPA study region.   

 
The basic purpose of tiered EIRs is to “streamline” environmental analysis, and 

to eliminate repetitive discussions.  (Pub. Res. Code §21093(b)) One of the main 
purposes of the program EIR is to avoid multiple EIRs.  (CEQA Guidelines §15168(b), 
(c ))  PSO seeks exactly the opposite.  PSO seeks to require a series of tiered EIRs in 
order to delay the CEQA review process and force a series of repetitive environmental 
documents.  This turns the CEQA tiering process on its head.  DFG clearly has 
substantial evidence to prepare the project EIR for the SCSR MPA without first 
preparing a programmatic EIR for all of the MPAs.  

 
2. The EIR Properly Analyzes Cumulative Impacts. 
 
PSO next argues that if all of the statewide MPAs are not a single CEQA project, 

then the EIR for the SCSR MPA must at least analyze the cumulative impacts of all of 
the MPAs.  What PSO fails to acknowledge is that the SCSR MPA EIR contains a 
perfectly adequate cumulative impact analysis section, and PSO provide absolutely no 
substantial evidence of any alleged inadequacies.   

 
It is well established that the lead agency may limit the geographic scope of the 

EIR’s cumulative impact analysis.  CEQA expressly allows the lead agency to define the 
relevant geographic area of its cumulative impact analysis.  (CEQA Guidelines 
§15130(b)(3))  The area affected depends on the nature of the impact being analyzed.  
(CEQA Guidelines §15130(b)(2))  No fixed standards apply to, and the agency has 
discretion to apply its expertise in selection an appropriate assessment area.  (Long 
Beach v. LA USD (2009) 176 Cal.App.4th 889)  Courts will defer to the agency’s 
definition of an appropriate area for assessing cumulative impacts if the record shows a 
reasonable basis for it.  (Ebbets Pass v. Dept. of Forestry & Fire Protection (2004) 123 
Cal.App.4th 1331, 1352) 

 
In the Ebbets Pass case, the court uphold an agency determination that using 

overly expansive cumulative impact assessment area for biological impacts would dilute 
the project’s impacts to the point that they could not be recognized or analyzed 
adequately.  (Ebbets Pass, 123 Cal.App.4th 1331, 1352; see also, EBMUD v. Dept. of 
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Forestry (1996) 43 Cal.App.4th 1113, 1128 (agency decision upheld to define 
assessment area that “was small enough to detect impacts, but not so small as to 
reduce any impact to insignificance.”) 

 
Here, the DFG has substantial evidence to define the geographic scope of the 

cumulative impact analysis.  The four MPA study regions are spread out over thousands 
of miles of ocean and coastline.  As in Ebbets Pass, analyzing all of the MPAs in a 
single cumulative impact analysis would dilute the project’s biological impact analysis 
“to the point that they could not be recognized.”  Thus, the agency clearly has 
substantial evidence to support its decision to limit the geographic scope of the 
cumulative impact analysis to an area less than the entire state of California. 

 
C. The PSO Provide No Substantial Evidence to Support its Claims that the 

EIR Fails to Analyze Significant Environmental Impacts. 
 

PSO contends that the EIR “eliminates categories of environmental effects from 
consideration.”  (PSO letter, p. 4)  However, PSO provide no substantial evidence to 
support its allegations that the Project has significant impacts that have not been 
analyzed.   
 

1. Aesthetic Impacts. 
 

 PSO contends that the MPA Project will may significant indirect aesthetic impacts 
by causing the relocation of recreational and commercial fishing facilities.  This 
comment is without merit for at least two reasons. 
 

First, PSO provides no substantial evidence to support its assertion.  PSO 
provide no expert analysis concluding that the MPA will result in relocation of any 
facilities.  As such, this is pure unsupported conjecture.  An agency may disregard 
comments that are not supported by “substantial evidence.”  (Gabric v. Rancho Palos 
Verdes (1977) 73 Cal.App.3d 183, 199)  Speculation about a project’s hypothetical 
impacts has no evidentiary value.  (Friends of Davis v. Davis (2000) 83 Cal.App.4th 
1004, 1020)   This is precisely such “speculation” that may be disregarded by the 
agency.  

 
Second, the agency is not required to do predict the future.  “Crystal ball inquiry 

is not required.”  (Residents Ad Hoc Stadium Comm. v. Board of Trustees (1979) 89 
Cal.App.3d 274, 286)  An EIR need not attempt to predict future environmental 
consequences when future development is unspecified and uncertain.  (Environmental 
Protection Info. Ctr. v. Dept. of Forestry (2008) 44 Cal.4th 459, 502)  There is simply no 
reasonable way to speculate whether fishing operations will relocate, and if so, what will 
be the aesthetic impacts.  Thus, the EIR is not required to engage in such ungrounded 
speculation.  
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2. Agricultural Resources. 
 

PSO engages in similar unsupported speculation that the MPA may result in 
curtailment of agricultural operations that create run-off into the MPAs.  As above, PSO 
provides no expert analysis or any other substantial evidence to support this groundless 
allegation.  DFG is not required to speculate on such hypothetical impacts.   

 
3. Population and Housing. 

 
PSO contends that the MPAs may create “economic” impacts to commercial 

fishing which may have indirect impacts on population and housing.  PSO also alleges 
“indirect environmental impacts associated with economic impacts of MPA 
designations.”  (PSO Letter, pp. 4-6)  PSO points to the “Southwick” paper as support 
for allegations that the MPA will have “socioeconomic consequences,” such as “decline 
or redirection of fishing activity,” which may impact the “economic health of the regional, 
inasmuch as it supports employment and economic activity.”  (Id.)   

 
PSO fails to recognize that CEQA is concerned only with environmental impacts.  

Economic and social impacts need not be analyzed in the EIR.  (CEQA Guidelines 
§15131(a); Eureka Citizens v. Eureka (2007) 147 Cal.App.4th 357)  In the case of 
Maintain Our Desert v. Town of Apple Valley (2004) 124 Cal.App.4th 430, the court held 
that a large national retailer need not be identified as the end user in the EIRs project 
description because social, economic, and business competition concerns are not 
relevant under CEQA unless it is shown that they bear directly on physical 
environmental impacts.  PSO provide no substantial evidence of any environmental 
impacts related to the alleged economic impacts related to population and housing.  

 
In Fund for Environmental Defense v. Orange (1988) (“FED”) 204 Cal.App.3d 

1538, the court held that the designation of land surrounding a project as a wilderness 
park did not change the physical character of the area or the project’s impacts.  A park 
located in the water is no different than a park on land.  As in the FED case, the 
designation of the marine preserve does not change the physical character of the area 
or the surrounding area.  The impacts alleged by PSO are purely economic and 
therefore need not be considered under CEQA. PSO provides no substantial evidence 
of any environmental impacts that will flow from the economic impacts alleged.  

 
In a related comment, PSO contends without any support that the MPA may 

result in reduced purchases of fishing licenses, which may reduce the amount of 
funding for DFG’s efforts.  (PSO Letter, p. 6)  Again, this is a purely hypothetical 
comment with no substantial evidence.  Further, even if true that fewer fishing licenses 
will be sold, this fact would mean that there would be fewer people fishing.  Thus, DFG 
may receive fewer license fees, but will presumably need to expend fewer resources to 
police fewer members of the fishing public.  In other words, the license fees vary directly 
with the need for DFG resources.   
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D. The DEIR Adequately Analyzes Reasonably Foreseeable Future Impacts. 

 
PSO contends that the MPA may result in more stringent discharge permits, 

reducing discharges in the MPA, and that the EIR fails to analyze this impact.  (PSO 
Letter, p. 10-12)  PSO’s comment is without merit for at least three reasons. 

 
First, the MPA Project expressly provides that it will not modify existing permitted 

discharges or water quality related activities regulated by other agencies.  (See, DEIR, 
p. 6.3-28)   Thus, this is a counterfactual hypothetical.  Second, CEQA does not require 
DFG to “crystal ball” what other agencies may do in the future. (Residents Ad Hoc 
Stadium Comm. v. Board of Trustees (1979) 89 Cal.App.3d 274, 286)  Third, even if 
agencies in the future require reductions in discharges to the MPA, this would be a 
positive not an adverse environmental impacts.  CEQA is concerned only with adverse 
environmental impacts, not with positive impacts.  (Pub.Res.Code §21068)   
 

E. PSO Provides No Substantial Evidence of Adverse Impacts Related to 
“Displaced Fishing Effort.” 

 
PSO contends that the MPA will result in “displaced fishing effort,” which will 

allegedly generate increase air quality emissions, greenhouse gases, water quality 
impacts, vessel traffic and other impacts.  However, PSO fails to provide any expert 
analysis of any other substantial evidence to support its conclusions. 

 
The EIR admits that the MPA will result in the relocation of some fishing efforts.  

However the EIR concludes that most of the fishing public will relocate their efforts to 
other nearby areas, resulting in minimal impacts to air, water and other resources.  
While PSO disputes these conclusions, PSO provides absolutely no substantial 
evidence to support its allegations. PSO provide no expert to calculate the allegedly 
significant greenhouse gas emissions, nitrogen oxide emissions, water quality impacts, 
biological impacts, or any other impacts.  Even if some of these emissions may increase 
to some extent (which there is no evidence to support), PSO has the burden to show 
that the increases will exceed accepted CEQA significance thresholds.  PSO fails even 
to attempt to meet this burden. 

 
An agency may disregard comments that are not supported by “substantial 

evidence.”  (Gabric v. Rancho Palos Verdes (1977) 73 Cal.App.3d 183, 199)  DFG may 
therefore disregard PSO comments since they are unsupported by any substantial 
evidence and are merely unsubstantiated opinion.  (Pub.Res.Code § 21080(e)(1); 
CEQA Guidelines § 15064(f)(5).) 
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CONCLUSION 
 
 For the foregoing reasons, Ocean Conservancy urges the Department of Fish 
and Game to move forward with the environmental review process without further delay.  
PSO raises no valid CEQA concerns.  The California Supreme Court has cautioned that 
the “Legislature did not intend to promote endless rounds of revision and recirculation of 
EIR's. . . Rules regulating the protection of the environment must not be subverted into 
an instrument for the oppression and delay of social, economic, or recreational 
development and advancement.”  Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of 
University of California (1993) 6 Cal. 4th 1112, 1132.  We urge the DFG to move 
forward with the SCSR MPA process without further delay.  Thank you for considering 
our comments.  
 

Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
cc:   Lester Snow, California Secretary for Natural Resources 

John McCammon, Director, California Dept. of Fish and Game 
Sonke Mastrup, Asst. Director, California Dept. of Fish and Game 
 

646



SOUTH COAST MARINE PROTECTED AREAS PROJECT 
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

 

P:\28907149 RLFF South Coast MPA EIR\600 DLVR\601 - URS Prepared\__FEIR 11-2010\`Vol 4` Comments and Responses\Responses\Old\All Responses Compiled 6pm 11-23.doc 397 

Responses to Comment Letter C10_iii 

Response to Comment C10_iii: Comments C10_iii-1 through C10_iii-9 respond to 
another letter submitting comments on the Draft EIR. Comments noted. 
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Responses to Comment Letter C29 

Response to Comment C29-1: Comment noted. See text provided in the preamble of 
this section on the 15-day extension that was granted by the Commission. 
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Responses to Comment Letter C32 

Response to Comment C32-1: All comments related to the CEQA process were 
included in the Draft EIR. No comments related to the CEQA process were ignored, nor did 
the Commission proceed without reviewing appropriate documents and comments. 

Response to Comment C32-2: Comment noted. See text provided in the preamble of 
this section on the 15-day extension that was granted by the Commission. 
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R2.2.7 Comments from Individuals 

The following group of comment letters is those received from individuals. Table R2-7 lists 
the comment letters received from individuals, along with the unique number assigned to 
each comment letter, the name of the commenter, and the page number of the comment letter. 
Responses to each letter immediately follow the letter. 

TABLE R2-7 
INDIVIDUAL COMMENT LETTERS 

(Volume 2) 

Comment 
Set ID 

Commenter  
First Name 

Commenter 
Last Name Organization Type 

Page 
Number 

A02 David Valentine N/A Individual 659 
A03 Chris Goldblatt N/A Individual 663 
A04 Fred Rohrs N/A Individual 667 
A07_i John Ugoretz N/A Individual 671 
A10 Nita Shidler N/A Individual 677 
A11_i Yvette Williams N/A Individual 681 
A11_ii Yvette Williams N/A Individual 685 
A12_i Jeff Crumley N/A Individual 689 
A12_ii Jeff Crumley N/A Individual 693 
A13 David Valentine N/A Individual 697 
A14 Tim Barnett N/A Individual 717 
A16 Carl Lind N/A Individual 721 
A20_i Merit McCrea N/A Individual 725 
A20_ii Merit McCrea N/A Individual 731 
A20_iii Merit McCrea N/A Individual 735 
A20_iv Merit McCrea N/A Individual 741 
A20_v Merit McCrea N/A Individual 747 
A20_vi Merit McCrea N/A Individual 753 
A20_vii Merit McCrea N/A Individual 757 
A20_viii Merit McCrea N/A Individual 851 
A20_ix Merit McCrea N/A Individual 859 
A20_x Merit McCrea N/A Individual 867 
A20_xi Merit McCrea N/A Individual 875 
A21 Darren Miller N/A Individual 883 
A22 William Barnett N/A Individual 887 
A23 Fred Rohrs N/A Individual 895 
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Comment 
Set ID 

Commenter  
First Name 

Commenter 
Last Name Organization Type 

Page 
Number 

A24_i Dale Ghere N/A Individual 899 
A24_ii Dale Ghere N/A Individual 905 
A24_iii Dale Ghere N/A Individual 911 
A25 Bob Nunn N/A Individual 919 
A27 David Valentine N/A Individual 923 
A28 David Valentine N/A Individual 925 
A29 David Valentine N/A Individual 927 
A37 John Culwel N/A Individual 931 
A40 Rosleen Reynolds N/A Individual 935 
A42 Joe Nguyen N/A Individual 939 
A44 Wendy Tochihara N/A Individual 943 
A46 Pam Nelson N/A Individual 947 
A48 Mario Reina N/A Individual 951 
A49 Michael Gratland N/A Individual 957 
A50 Nick Ekdahl N/A Individual 961 
A51_i Michael Godfrey N/A Individual 965 
A51_ii Michael Godfrey N/A Individual 969 
A52 David Levinson N/A Individual 973 
A53_i Eric Stewart N/A Individual 977 
A53_ii Eric Stewart N/A Individual 981 
A55 Dennis Sapitan N/A Individual 985 
A58_i Earl Warren N/A Individual 989 
A58_ii Earl Warren N/A Individual 993 

 
Note: individual comment letters continue in Volume3. 
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Subject: Fw: Printed copies EIR (MLPA)
From: David Valentine
Date: Thu, 02 Sep 2010 16:12:00
To: "Napoli, Thomas" <TNapoli@dfg.ca.gov>
_______________________________________________________

Dear Mr. Napoli

As per our discussion today, I confirm that you have an extra copy of the 
subject document and will send this copy to me via snail mail.  I do not need 
the air quality calculations as I am principally interested in impacts of
fishes
and fisheries.

Thank you for you assistance.

David W. Valentine, Ph.D.
7305 Monte Vista Avenue
La Jolla, CA 92037
(858) 442-6036 (cell)
retired marine biologist

....NOW AVAILABLE FOR PROPOSED CA SOUTH COAST MPA’S: A Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (DEIR) is now complete for the Marine Protected Area (MPA) 
proposals covering California’s South Coast Study Region. A 45-day public 
comment and review period begins 18 August and will run through 4 October.  The 
DEIR is now available to the public on DFG’s website at 
www.dfg.ca.gov/mlpa/regulatorydocs_sc.asp. Printed copies are also available if 
requested.  For more information, including how to submit comments go to: 
www.dfg.ca.gov/news/news10/2010081801-SC-MPA-DEIR.html or contact: Thomas 
Napoli, California Department of Fish and Game, (562) 342-7164 or Adrianna
Shea,
California Fish and Game Commission, (916) 653-4899 or Kirsten Macintyre, 
California Department of Fish and Game, (916) 322-8988.

_______________________________________________________

Attachment: TEXT6.htm
Attachment: Mime6.822

Letter A02
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Comment Letter A02 

Response to Comment A02: This email notifies Department staff that the 
commenter received a copy of the subject document. The email does not address the content 
or adequacy of the Draft EIR. Comment noted. 
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Subject: Fwd: CEQA comments MLPA
From: Susan Ashcraft
Date: Thu, 09 Sep 2010 10:15:00
To: "Napoli, Thomas" <TNapoli@dfg.ca.gov>
_______________________________________________________

****NOTE NEW CONTACT INFORMATION*******

Susan Ashcraft
Senior Marine Biologist 
Supervisor - Marine Protected Areas
California Dept. of Fish and Game
1812 Ninth Street  |  Sacramento, CA 95811
Tel (916) 445-6451  |  Cell (650) 222-9036  |  Fax (916) 445-6458
sashcraft@dfg.ca.gov  |  www.dfg.ca.gov 

“Pursuant to Governor’s Executive Order S-12-10, I will be out of the
office on the second, third and fourth Friday of each month

>>> Chris Goldblatt < chris@goldleafsustainable.com > Fri, 27 Aug 10, 11:16 PM
>>>
Hello,

The 2 millions strong CA angling community is quickly growing angry over a
clearly bias, unfair and corrupt process surrounding the MPA's, monitoring
and implementation- most of us feel the most fair and reasonable thing to do
at this juncture would be to do follow the below three points and the move
forward-

Please also see the following link:
 http://malibusurfsidenews.com/current_issue.pdf

a) Using the $20 million set aside for monitoring from prop 84 do a
complete baseline stock assessment of everything that is in the CA ocean.
b) Continue to study the impacts of existing MPA both inside and
outside the closures (after five more years the Channels islands MPA's will
be 11 years old- long enough to see what is happening inside and outside of
them)
c) Set a 5 year moratorium on the implementation of any new MPA's then
after we achieve points A and B determine if more MPA's are needed or are
even viable we can look at it then- at the very least we need to determine
if existing MPA's have any potential negative impact on the ecosystem and I
think in some cases they reduce biodiversity and cause kelp beds to die

Letter A03

A03-1

A03-2

A03-3

A03-4

A03-5

A03-6
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through overabundance of urchins and they cause overfishing in the adjacent
open areas-

Certainly the people you represent deserve a fair shake-currently we are
being steam rolled by an academic elite who is shoving their agenda down
everybody's throat- the net result is highly divided ocean community that
will never trust the marine science side of things again-by following the
above three points, we can mend the deep wounds of division and take the
more logical path forward-I truly hope you consider it-

My Credentials: BS in Fisheries and Business from HSU- lifelong sport
diver/fisher 12 years as commercial and charter boat captain, originator of
the sustainable seafood movement on 1997, Author of the Luke Dodge Ocean
Adventure Series, Guest News paper Columnist

Thank you,

Chris Goldblatt
Gold Leaf Sustainable
tel:831-274-2302
fax:831-855-0205

A03-6
(cont.)

A03-7

A03-8
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Responses to Comment Letter A03 

Response to Comment A03-1: Comment noted. See Master Response 1. 

Response to Comment A03-2: Comment refers to a 24-page online newsletter 
“Malibu Surfside News.” The Commission has concluded it refers to the August 5, 2010 
issue, based on the comment letter date of August 10, 2010. No MLPA South Coast project-
specific information or comments were provided in the newsletter; therefore no response can 
be prepared based on the available information. 

Response to Comment A03-3: Comment noted. See discussion of the MLPA Master 
Plan and monitoring in Master Response 1. See also Master Response 2. No changes to the 
Draft EIR are required. 

Response to Comment A03-4: Comment noted. See discussion of the MLPA Master 
Plan and monitoring in Master Response 1. See also the discussion of the use of the Best 
Available Scientific Information in Master Response 2. No changes to the Draft EIR are 
required. 

Response to Comment A03-5: Through monitoring the Department will assess the 
effects of MPAs. See discussion of the MLPA Master Plan and monitoring in Master 
Response 1. Implementation of the Marine Life Protection Act is done through the use of the 
Best Available Scientific Information. See Master Response 2. No changes to the Draft EIR 
are required. 

Response to Comment A03-6: The Commission Disagrees. Conventional fishery 
management can address possible negative effects of displacement pressure outside MPAs. 
No changes to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response to Comment A03-7: Comment noted. See Master Response 1. 

Response to Comment A03-8: No response required. 
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Subject: Fwd: Comments
From: Susan Ashcraft
Date: Thu, 09 Sep 2010 10:15:00
To: "Napoli, Thomas" <TNapoli@dfg.ca.gov>
_______________________________________________________

****NOTE NEW CONTACT INFORMATION*******

Susan Ashcraft
Senior Marine Biologist 
Supervisor - Marine Protected Areas
California Dept. of Fish and Game
1812 Ninth Street  |  Sacramento, CA 95811
Tel (916) 445-6451  |  Cell (650) 222-9036  |  Fax (916) 445-6458
sashcraft@dfg.ca.gov  |  www.dfg.ca.gov 

“Pursuant to Governor’s Executive Order S-12-10, I will be out of the
office on the second, third and fourth Friday of each month

>>> Fred Rohrs < frohrs@gmail.com > Tue, 31 Aug 10, 8:04 AM >>>
I feel as though you are ignoring the obvious with your plan to implement
the existing MPA plan.  The proposed money would be better spent if you
could just use some common sense.

a)  Using the $20 million set aside for monitoring from prop 84 to do a
complete baseline stock assessment of everything that is in the CA ocean.
b)  Continue to study the impacts of existing MPA both inside and
outside the closures (after five more years the Channels islands MPA's will
be 12 years old- long enough to see what is happening inside and outside of
them and the long term trends)
c)  Set a 5 year moratorium on the implementation of any new MPA's--
then after we achieve points A and B determine if more MPA's are needed or
are even viable --we can look at it then- at the very least we need to
determine if existing MPA's have any potential negative impact on the
ecosystem. Some studies have already shown  that they reduce biodiversity
and cause kelp beds to die through overabundance of urchins and they cause
overfishing in the adjacent open areas-(borrowed from a friend)

Please consider backing out of your ramrod stance do the right thing for
California now.
Fred Rohrs

Letter A04

A04-1
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Responses to Comment Letter A04 

Response to Comment A04-1: See response to comments A03-3, A03-4, and A03-5. 
No changes to the Draft EIR are required. 
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TABLE ES-1 
SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS UNDER PROPOSED 

IPA AND ALTERNATIVES 

Environmental Topic 
Proposed 

IPA
Alternative 0 
(No Project) Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 

Protected Area (square miles) 350.59 181.86 360.82 341.56 348.92
Consumptive Uses and
Socioeconomic Considerations 

LTS1 NI1 LTS LTS LTS

Air Quality LTS NI LTS (+)2 LTS (-) LTS (=) 
Global Climate Change and 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

LTS to B NI LTS to B (+) LTS to B (-) LTS to B (=) 

Water Quality NI to LTS NI NI to LTS NI to LTS NI to LTS 
Mineral Resources LTS NI LTS (-) LTS (+) LTS (=) 
Biological Resources LTS NI LTS (+) LTS (-) LTS (=) 
Cultural Resources NI to LTS NI NI to LTS (+) NI to LTS (-) NI to LTS (=) 
Public Services and Utilities LTS NI LTS (=) LTS (=) LTS (=) 
Land Use and Recreational 
Resources 

NI to LTS NI NI to LTS (+) NI to LTS (-) NI to LTS (=) 

Vessel Traffic LTS NI LTS (+) LTS (-) LTS (=) 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials NI to LTS NI NI to LTS NI to LTS NI to LTS 
Environmental Justice LTS NI LTS (=) LTS (=) LTS (=) 
1 NI = No Impact; LTS = Less Than Significant. 
2 Impact levels relative to proposed Project are as follows: (+) = greater impact than proposed Project IPA; (=) = same impact; and 

(-) = less impact than proposed Project IPA. 

primarily associated with the change in area of the MPA networks. However, in some cases 
the change in area was offset by other factors and no difference in impacts was discernable.  

ES.4.2 Alternative 0 (No Project) 

Alternative 0 has the potential to result in potential environmental impacts to some resources, 
as the foreseeable consequences of not approving the Project could include continued decline 
of marine ecosystems. For additional discussion, see Section 10.0 of this Draft EIR. 
However, under this alternative the benefits of the proposed Project IPA would not occur. 
Alternative 0 would not comply with the MLPA’s mandate to improve the existing network 
of MPAs, and would not realize any of goals of the MLPA (refer to Section 3.0 of this Draft 
EIR). Additionally, the No Project alternative would not take full advantage of the multiple 
benefits that can be derived from the establishment of marine life reserves, and would not 
result in changes to those factors shown to directly and indirectly influence the abundance 
and diversity of marine wildlife populations and fisheries.

un benefits 
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Summary of Comments on MPA Draft EIR
Page: 28

Number: 1 Author: john.ugoretz Subject: Sticky Note Date: 8/30/2010 14:23:36 
Is "B" Beneficial? it is not identified in legend. Also, curious that the proposed project has no beneficial biological impact. Why are they doing it?

Number: 2 Author: john.ugoretz Subject: Cross-Out Date: 8/30/2010 14:26:54 

Number: 3 Author: john.ugoretz Subject: Sticky Note Date: 8/30/2010 14:29:21 
See comment above on the table, no benefits of the proposed project, with the exception of global climate change are shown.

Number: 4 Author: john.ugoretz Subject: Cross-Out Date: 8/30/2010 14:27:15 

Number: 5 Author: john.ugoretz Subject: Highlight Date: 8/30/2010 14:28:36 

Number: 6 Author: john.ugoretz Subject: Sticky Note Date: 8/30/2010 14:28:36 
Why "However"? However would indicate a contradiction to the sentence above and this is in the same tone, not contradictory.

Number: 7 Author: john.ugoretz Subject: Replacement Text Date: 8/30/2010 14:27:17 
U
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SOUTH COAST MARINE PROTECTED AREAS PROJECT 
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
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SECTION 3.0
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

This section describes the location and specific regulatory changes proposed by the 
California Fish and Game Commission (Commission) under the proposed Integrated 
Preferred Alternative (IPA). Overview maps are included in this section. Detailed maps of 
each marine protected area (MPA) under consideration are located in Appendix A. 

3.1 PROJECT LOCATION  

The Commission is proposing to amend section 632 of Title 14 of the California Code of 
Regulations, which control certain activities within designated Marine Protected Areas off 
California. The currently proposed regulatory action involves only MPAs within state waters 
between Point Conception in Santa Barbara County and the California border with Mexico, 
and includes state waters adjacent to offshore islands and rocks (see Figure 3-1). This region, 
designated in this process as the south coast study region (SCSR), covers approximately 
2,351 square miles of coastal state waters, from the mean high tide line to a maximum depth 
of approximately 3,938 feet, including estuarine areas. The SCSR spans five coastal 
California counties: Santa Barbara, Ventura, Los Angeles, Orange, and San Diego. The 
Channel Islands are also included within SCSR, however, changes to MPAs adjacent to five 
Channel Islands (San Miguel, Santa Rosa, Santa Cruz, Anacapa, and Santa Barbara) are not 
part of the current regulatory action. The 13 existing MPAs surrounding these islands were 
established during prior Commission rulemaking, and would not be modified by the 
Commission’s currently proposed regulatory action.

The oceanography and ecology of the SCSR have been relatively well-characterized in 
several publicly available summary documents as well as numerous scientific studies 
(Department 2009). The following is a general overview of important geographic and 
ecological features of the region, generally described from north to south. For more specific 
oceanographic and biological information, please refer to Section 7.0 of this Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR). 

The SCSR is located in the northern portion of the Southern California Bight, a curving 
section of coastline which extends from Point Conception to Baja California in Mexico 
(Dailey 1993). Currents within the majority of the SCSR are dominated by a counter-
clockwise circulating gyre called the Southern California Eddy (Department 2009). This 
oceanographic feature comprises a complicated set of seasonally varying currents, but 
generally forms when the southward-moving California Current bends shoreward near San 
Diego and northward along the Southern California Bight, forming the northward-moving 
Southern California Counter Current (Jones 1971). This feature is most well developed in the 
summer and fall months, and less developed during the winter and spring (Lynn and Simpson 
1987, Hickey 1993). 

s 1
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Page: 61
Number: 1 Author: john.ugoretz Subject: Replacement Text Date: 8/30/2010 14:40:10 
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Responses to Comment Letter A07_i 

Response to Comment A07_i-1: The reader is correct. The Commission is not 
evaluating beneficial impacts from the proposed Project against adverse impacts. CEQA 
requires that adverse physical environmental impacts be evaluated and where significant 
avoided or mitigated if possible. The costs and benefits of the IPA and alternatives have been 
evaluated during the design process and throughout the development of the proposed Project 
IPA. The Draft EIR attempted to identify adverse physical environmental impacts of 
implementing the proposed Project IPA and alternatives. Many of the issues explored as part 
of this CEQA review have been addressed in whole or in part during the development of the 
proposed Project IPA. Where these issues need further analysis from the level conducted 
during development and assessment of the feasibility of the proposed Project IPA, this has 
been performed. The reference to beneficial impacts from the proposed Project IPA has been 
removed to improve readability. 

Response to Comment A07_i-2: The commenter suggests an editorial change that 
would not affect the meaning or adequacy of the Draft EIR. The text in question has been 
revised to improve readability. 

Response to Comment A07_i-3: The comment reiterates comment A07_ii-1. Please 
refer to Response A07_ii-1. 

Response to Comment A07_i-4: The commenter suggests an editorial change that 
would not affect the meaning or adequacy of the Draft EIR. The text in question has been 
revised to improve readability. 

However impacts from implementation of the proposed Project IPA have been assessed on a 
net value. Where positive and negative impacts of an offsetting nature have been identified, 
the net impacts have been presented as the impacts from the proposed Project. For instance 
the proposed Project may result in the indirect emission of greenhouse gases. However the 
proposed Project is expected to result in the reestablishment of historic kelp beds which 
would act to sequester and thus reduce atmospheric carbon dioxide and other greenhouse 
gases. Based on a preliminary review of the extent historic kelp, even a small reestablishment 
of these kelp resources would sequester more Carbon that is likely to be emitted from the 
proposed Project IPA and thus the net green house gas effects of the proposed Project IPA 
are expected to be less than significant. 

675



676



Subject: Fwd: Limit access to Abalone Cove
From: Susan Ashcraft
Date: Thu, 09 Sep 2010 10:12:00
To: "Napoli, Thomas" <TNapoli@dfg.ca.gov>
_______________________________________________________

****NOTE NEW CONTACT INFORMATION*******

Susan Ashcraft
Senior Marine Biologist 
Supervisor - Marine Protected Areas
California Dept. of Fish and Game
1812 Ninth Street  |  Sacramento, CA 95811
Tel (916) 445-6451  |  Cell (650) 222-9036  |  Fax (916) 445-6458
sashcraft@dfg.ca.gov  |  www.dfg.ca.gov 

“Pursuant to Governor’s Executive Order S-12-10, I will be out of the
office on the second, third and fourth Friday of each month

>>> N Shidler < satyrane2003@yahoo.com > Mon, 23 Aug 10, 10:37 AM >>>
MLPA CEQA Comments

    Abalone Cove is a unique ecosystem, an irreplaceable environment.  Los 
Serenos Point de Vicente has invested much time, energy and educational effort 
to preserve and educate the public about this place.

    Those who fish do not necessarily care about the environment.  Let them
find
other places.  Protect Abalone Cove for the education of future generations.
Limit access to those who can value all living things there.

                Ms. Nita Shidler

                sustaining member, Los Serenos de Point Vicente

                 satyrane2003@yahoo.com

Letter A10

A10-1

A10-2

A10-3
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Responses to Comment Letter A10 

Response to Comment A10-1: Comment noted. No changes to the Draft EIR are 
required. 

Response to Comment A10-2: No response required. 

Response to Comment A10-3: Comment noted. No changes to the Draft EIR are 
required. 
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Subject: Fwd: MLPA CEQA Comments
From: Susan Ashcraft
Date: Thu, 09 Sep 2010 10:13:00
To: "Napoli, Thomas" <TNapoli@dfg.ca.gov>
_______________________________________________________

****NOTE NEW CONTACT INFORMATION*******

Susan Ashcraft
Senior Marine Biologist 
Supervisor - Marine Protected Areas
California Dept. of Fish and Game
1812 Ninth Street  |  Sacramento, CA 95811
Tel (916) 445-6451  |  Cell (650) 222-9036  |  Fax (916) 445-6458
sashcraft@dfg.ca.gov  |  www.dfg.ca.gov 

“Pursuant to Governor’s Executive Order S-12-10, I will be out of the
office on the second, third and fourth Friday of each month

>>> Yvetta Williams < yvetta2@gmail.com > Mon, 23 Aug 10, 10:37 AM >>>

_______________________________________________________

Attachment: MLPAComments.doc

Letter A11_i
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Responses to Comment Letter A11_i 

Response to Comment A11_i: This email forwards a comment letter from an individual to 
appropriate Department staff. The email does not address the content or adequacy of the 
Draft EIR.  
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MLPAComments@dfg.ca.gov

From:   Mr. Richard and Mrs. Yvetta Williams         August 22, 2010
29841 Knoll View Dr.
Rancho Palos Verdes, California
310-833-0567

Thank you for all the information on the different proposals for S. California.
We are involved with Abalone Cove and Pt. Vicente in Rancho Palos Verdes.  It is
most important that Abalone Cove is included in proposal 3 with NO TAKING OF
SEA LIFE AND NO FISHING OR SPEAR FISHING.   Abalone Cove is an
outdoor classroom.  The docents at PVIC take many busloads of children from all
over the Los Angeles Area- inner city students, college students, teachers,
preschool, scout groups etc.

The fishermen have been leaving fish hooks, monofilament, destroying the tide
pools, killing octopus, and taking tide pool inhabitants for bait.  They have taken
octopus in front of our children, smashed them on the rocks to kill them and taken
them with them.  Our children have been taught to respect the sea life and have
learned how intelligent the octopus is.  We have had mothers and scout leaders
complain about what they have seen and their children have gone home crying.
There needs to be one place in Rancho Palos Verdes beaches where the sea life is
completely protected.  The fish and all sea life need a safe place to live and
reproduce.  We are for proposal 3 throughout S. Calif.  for  the maximum
protection of fish and ocean life.

Even if you don’t go with proposal 3 throughout S. Calif., PLEASE give abalone
cove and Pt. Vicente maximum protection now.  All the educators will thank you.

This family of poachers was found at Abalone Cove on Sunday February 8, 2009.
They are dressed as fishermen with high boots, fatigue pants, and hats to cover
their faces. They were well prepared with equipment to scour the rocks and had
several coolers to carry out the sea life that they captured. What they are doing
here is trying to pry an octopus out from under his rock. They used a metal rake-
like tool to do this and as you can see from the photo below, there were not being
very careful about handling the animal.
 They knew we were taking pictures of them and kept their faces turned away. We

Letter A11_ii
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saw them put at least one octopus and one brittle star into their cooler before
leaving the cove. We called the guard at the gate, who called the California Fish
and Game, but we suspect these poachers got away. They were followed out of the
preserve, but were lost on the path up the cliff.
The sad thing is that they are teaching their young son criminal behavior, too.

… 

This is just one of many such encounters.  The people at the gates could better
monitor the tide pools if they could stop people with these coolers and fishing
poles before they went to the tide pools.  We need help, by having better laws for
Abalone Cove.

The fishermen and spear fishing people must go elsewhere and not at Abalone
Cove. The fish are over fished along the coast.  Rocky Point has been given to the
fishermen so please keep them out of Abalone Cove.  Thanks.

Richard and Yvetta Williams

A11_ii-6

A11_ii-7

A11_ii-5 
cont'd
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Responses to Comment Letter A11_ii 

Response to Comment A11_ii-1: Comment noted. As noted in Section 3.5.11 of the 
Draft EIR, Abalone Cove is designated as an SMCA under the proposed Project. The 
proposed Project IPA was designed by the Blue Ribbon Task Force to balance the varied 
interests of stakeholders. No changes to the Draft EIR are required.  

Response to Comment A11_ii-2: No response required. 

Response to Comment A11_ii-3: Comment noted. No changes to the Draft EIR are 
required. 

Response to Comment A11_ii-4: Comment noted. No changes to the Draft EIR are 
required. 

Response to Comment A11_ii-5: No response required. 

Response to Comment A11_ii-6: Comment noted. No changes to the Draft EIR are 
required. 

Response to Comment A11_ii-7: See response to comment A11_ii-1. No changes to 
the Draft EIR are required. 
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Responses to Comment Letter A12_i 

Response to Comment A12_i: This email forwards a comment letter from an individual to 
appropriate Department staff. The email does not address the content or adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. 
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Jeffrey W. Crumley 
Ca. Commercial Sea Urchin Diver 
P.O. Box 2742 
Capistrano Beach, California  92624 
September 5, 2010 

California Department of Fish & Game 
South Coast MLPAI 
Public Comments 
4665 Lampson, Suite C 
Los Alamitos, California  90720 

Dear Sirs: 

I am very happy to see the MPA coming to Laguna. It will compliment the existing 
protected areas in the South Orange County area. 

 I would like to convey a sense of urgency. You are, surely, aware of the video produced 
by the CSUC of “Adaptive Management.” For many years now, the “urchin barren” 
occurring in Laguna has been wreaking havoc on the ecosystem from Main Beach, north , 
past Abalone Point.

For the last eight years, Nancy Caruso(marine biologist), has been out-planting kelp in 
Laguna. Next year, she will begin a new project of out-planting Green Abalone; grown in 
our kids schools. We have a relationship with Nancy and are trying to help her control 
these echinoderms around her project areas. And, we want to help her in future areas that 
are consumed by the barren. 

I have several problems that need to be addressed. I can help Nancy now, but this is on a 
voluntary basis. I must operate on her permit to trans-locate urchins, as these areas border 
existing closures. Trans- location is a tricky situation. We have a very fragile recovery 
plan that we have been carefully managing for eighteen years in this area. The kelp beds 
from San Onofre to Laguna are doing well. Interfering with and adding to population 
densities of existing harvest areas could easily throw the system out of balance. Urchins 
in barrens have no market value.  

A simple solution to this dilemma is to allow us to harvest urchins throughout the new 
and existing closures as “market harvest” and not just trans-location.  I would also 
consider a selective culling of urchins throughout the barren. We can easily keep up with 
the Red Urchins by regularly harvesting the edges of the kelp beds and controlling 
recruitment. With the Purple Urchins, we only have a limited and precise 
market…November to December…and only 13% yield or better. And, we are all aware 
that the “purples,”  being more veracious, do more damage. 

If you have not seen “A Case For Adaptive Management,” I will personally see that you 
get a copy. The evidence is clear! 
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[Recipient Name] 
September 5, 2010 
Page 2 

Thank you for your consideration. We all know the truth about sea urchins…I am 
confident CDFG will make the right decision and help save Laguna from further disaster. 

 

 

Thank you for your support. 

Sincerely, 

Jeffrey W. Crumley 
 
Copyright © 1998 by Ann Poe 
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Responses to Comment Letter A12_ii 

Response to Comment A12_ii-1: Comment noted. No changes to the Draft EIR are 
required. 

Response to Comment A12_ii-2: No response required. 

Response to Comment A12_ii-3: Comment noted. No changes to the Draft EIR are 
required. 

Response to Comment A12_ii-4: Potential impacts from the exclusion of urchin 
harvest within MPAs is addressed in section 7.1.3.3 bio impact 2 in the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment A12_ii-5: Comment noted. Please see response to comment 
A12_ii-4.  

Response to Comment A12_ii-6: No response required. 
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Subject: Fwd: MLPA DEIR comments
From: Susan Ashcraft
Date: Thu, 23 Sep 2010 15:12:00

To: "Napoli, Thomas" <TNapoli@dfg.ca.gov>

_______________________________________________________

****NOTE NEW CONTACT INFORMATION*******

Susan Ashcraft
Senior Marine Biologist 
Supervisor - Marine Protected Areas
California Dept. of Fish and Game
1812 Ninth Street  |  Sacramento, CA 95811
Tel (916) 445-6451  |  Cell (650) 222-9036  |  Fax (916) 445-6458
sashcraft@dfg.ca.gov  |  www.dfg.ca.gov 

“Pursuant to Governor’s Executive Order S-12-10, I will be out of the
office on the second, third and fourth Friday of each month

>>> MLPAComments Thu, 23 Sep 10, 3:10 PM >>>
From MLPA Comments - DFG

---- Forwarded message ----
Subject: MLPA DEIR comments
From: David Valentine <dave_valentine_92037@yahoo.com>
Date: Thu, 23 Sep 2010 15:10:00
David W. Valentine, Ph.D.
7305 Monte Vista Avenue
La Jolla, CA 92037
(858) 459-4696

Dave_valentine_92037@yahoo.com

23 September 2010

MLPA South Coast CEQA
California Department of Fish and Game
4665 Lampson, Suite C

Letter A13
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Los Alamitos, CA 90720
MLPAComments@dfg.ca.gov

Subject:        MLPA CEQA Comments

Gentlemen:

I should like to offer my comments on the subject document.  In general, it is 
well written and satisfies the legal objectives of an EIR which is basically to 
assess the environmental consequences of a proposed action or set of actions.
In this regard the EIR may be considered laudable.  Unfortunately what is 
missing, and what is not legally required of an EIR, is an assessment of the 
methods used to reach a given proposed action.  In this particular case the EIR 
is likely adequate from a legal point of view  but many of the directives given 
to the various stakeholder groups to reach an environmental accommodation were, 
or were potentially, flawed.  Rather than delve into this quagmire I shall just 
assess various sections and statements in the order in which they appear in the 
document.  I should also mention that my recent firsthand knowledge is limited 
to San Diego County.

1.0    INTRODUCTION

Page 1-2
State waters are those waters located from the mean high tide mark out to 3 
geographic miles offshore.

It is typically referred to as the mean high tide line.  I can find no legal 
reference to defining the outer state territorial limits as 3 geographic miles.

The more common reference is 3nautical miles.Technically, these measurements
are
essentially identical.  It is a question of common usage.  The terms “line”
and
“nautical miles” are used elsewhere in the document.

Page 1-3
…high biodiversity, supporting 481 species of fishes, 4 species of sea
turtles,
195 species of birds, 7 species of pinnipeds, and more than 5,000 species of 
invertebrates.

Page 7-9 lists 481 species of fish (fish can be both singular and plural so the 
reference is technically correct).  NOT listed on page 1-3 are 492 species of 
algae, 5 species of sea grass and several species of cetaceans.  I need not 
point out that biodiversity includes all carbon based sexually and asexually 
producing plants and animals.

A13-1
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2.0    PROJECT BACKGROUND

I would like to respectfully suggest that “Department 2008” is an
inappropriate
reference.  I assume you are referencing to

“2008. Master Plan for Managing Protected Areas.  January, 2008.”

Please note that referencing such documents makes obtaining them on short
notice
impractical.  Private citizens cannot easily track down internal Fish and Game 
documents.  Reference to Abalone and Nearshroe Fisheries Management Plans 
includes internet references.  The “Department 2008” includes no such 
reference.  It becomes very difficult to critique a document when the basis for 
making statements is obscure and difficult to obtain.

The statement I question is related to the second paragraph regarding 
fisheries professionals and their knowledge of fisheries and fisheries 
management.  I should like to point out that we have several very good examples 
of fisheries management practices dating from the late 1940’s or 1950s’ 
regarding kelp bass, sand bass, white sea bass, black sea bass, halibut, and 
garibaldi, to name a few regulated species.  Controlling catch, season, and
size
has proven extremely effective in fisheries to which it has been supplied.  In 
such cases control is exercised to maintain maximum sustainable yield, not 
larger trophy sized individuals.  I personally believe that placing size, 
season, and/or bag limits on sheepshead would go a long way toward solving sea 
urchin over population challenges and, by extension, kelp bed over grazing 
concerns.  Throwing up one’s hands and saying, in effect, “I don’t know
what is 
going on” is’ if not reprehensible, then defeatist, especially from an 
organization tasked with protecting out marine resources through reasoned 
regulation.

Comment on percentage coverage of MPAs in California page 2-3

Page 2-15.

A rhetorical question, “How much will an ecosystem differ from an unfished 
ecosystem if one or more proposed activities are allowed”

What I have noted, perhaps erroneously, is that the 25 years of data obtained 
around the Northern Channel Islands has apparently been ignored in the 
establishment of Southern California MPAs as has data for the 25 year old La 
Jolla Cove SMR.
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Page 2-2
Second paragraph.  What ‘adverse ecological impacts” have been documented
by the 
Department from ‘altered species interactions”? (Department 2008)

Page 2-3
Second paragraph.  The comparison is a bit gratuitous.  I believe federal
waters
extend seaward to 12 nautical miles, state waters to 3 nautical miles.  So, if 
100 percent of state waters were changed to no-take areas then “only” 25
percent
of the area would be given to total MPA protection

Page 3-33 lists existing SMR and SMCA coverage at 182 square miles while the
new
proposed regulated regions would be increased to 351 square miles.
Significantly more than the 14 mentioned above.

Page 2-16, section 2.4.10.
I have been to a number of MLPA stakeholder meetings and I don’t believe I
have
ever seen the “best available science’ approached used.  What I have seen
are
boat and free/SCUBA divers clamoring to preserve prime fishing areas and 
neo-marine ecologists clamoring to shut down the entire coastline to
consumptive
uses.  Hardly an example of best available science.  “Science” seldom
entered
into an MPA boundary discussion.

Page 2-18
List of 15 MPA Master Plan goals.  Laudable, but likely unachievable since they 
rely on ‘real’ scientific data and this has proven difficult to obtain and 
analyze

 3.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Difficult to disagree with any of the objectives but, then again, difficult to 
substantiate as well.    Estimates of maximum sustainable yield are of interest 
but these actually rely on knowledge of the fish being exploited.  Maintaining 
MSY means controlling a fishery.  That implies size, season and bag limits.  If 
there is an understanding of the integration of these dynamics then closing an 
entire fishery is not likely necessary.  Except, perhaps, for select species 
that are tottering on the edge of permanent harm such as black (now giant) sea 
bass and abalone.  It is gratifying how some of the classic control systems
work
so well.
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Page 3-5, objective 2-2.
A bit circular. Protecting larger individuals to provide a source for
“more”
eggs is, I don’t believe, used for any fishery on the Pacific Coast.  It is,
I
believe, used for red drums on the Gulf Coast.

Species which would NOT benefit from an upper size limit (size over which no 
individual could be taken) would include at least sheepshead, a species 
frequently shot by divers (because they are large targets),  kept by rod and 
reel fishermen and trapped for the live fish industry.  Sheepshead is a wrasse 
that changes from female to male with increasing age.  So saving the larger 
individuals would have no impact on the MSY and egg production but likely a 
major impact on sea urchin control since if seems to be the larger (male) 
individuals that dine on adult sea urchins.

Page 3-42 “proposed modification of other regulated activities”
What, precisely, is proposed?  You are well aware that the La Jolla Shores 
launch ramp is the only open coastal launch ramp in San Diego County.  What is 
proposed for this area?

Page 3-42
Last sentence
“Straight lines connecting latitude and longitude points”
What is the proposed latitude and longitude of the starting AND end points?  If 
it is important enough to casually mention then it is important enough to be 
specific.

Page 3-43, items 2 and 3
Same basic comment as above.  You discuss moving boundaries north and south but 
do not adequately define where these start or how far they are being moved.  If 
you are going to discuss such things then more specificity is needed.

Page 3-45, Item 3.6.1
Given the importance of documentation and the discussion of ‘adaptive 
management’ it might be wise to discuss just how this is supposed to work 
somewhere in the document.

Page 3-47 Enforcement
Should be greatly simplified.  If you are in it with capture gear you are 
breaking the law!

5.1  CEQA APPLICATION OF SOCIAL-ECONOMIC FACTORS

“[e]conomic or social effects shall not be treated as significant effects on
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the
environment”

Nice statutory exclusion

6.0 PHYSICAL RESOUIRCES

6.2.3.4 Potential Global Climate Change….
Bit of a stretch. The carbon so sequestered is only bound until it is converted 
into energy via grazer ingestion.  This is basically a yearly cycle.

7.0 BIOLOGICAL RESOURECES

7.1.1.1.9 Cowcod Conservation areas
The Department finally recognized that rockfish were being overfished and, 
because of their longevity, required special protection to recover.

7.1.1.2.2 Fisheries management plans
The initiation of MPA will presumable relieve the Department of developing 
detailed management plans for other species, such as lobster, since there will 
be refuges where such species can conceptually recover.  I find this very 
convenient since it essentially relieves the department of responsibility for 
identifying life history data gaps on important species and so concentrate on 
enforcement rather than knowledge gathering.

Page 7-8 Nearshore Fisheries Management Plan
I find it somewhat curious that this section omits any discussion of what 
species are being managed and how management is being exercised...  Is it not
to
the Departments advantage to highlight regulatory success stories?  Or is 
highlighting failure crucial to rapidly implementing MPAs?

Page 7-57 7.1.2.6.2 Fished Species of Interest
Fish
It seems to me that the establishment of MPAs is essentially based on
restricted
take, principally of fish.  How is it, then, that the nearshore fish mentioned 
in the management plan are never enumerated?  It would seem that one would tout 
the potential advantages to restricted take of these species.  But they are 
never mentioned.  Please provide a text table.

General Note:  It is important to note that fish and fisheriesare returning 
because of season, bag, and size restrictions.  White sea bass and halibut are 
prime examples.  MSY for kelp and sand bass should be highlighted.  Especially 
the change in minimum catch sizes from 10 inches to 12.  That is an old success 
story based on minimal information regarding age (size) at first reproduction.
And one might also mention the change in lobster sizes from 10 inches total 

A13-32 
cont'd

A13-33

A13-34

A13-35

A13-36

A13-37

A13-38

A13-39

A13-40

702



length (then ‘shorts’ were known as ‘stompers”) to 3-1/4 inch carapace
length.

7.1.3 Impact Analysis – Page 7-66
It will be interesting to see what type of monitoring plan is proposed for MPA 
sites.  I doubt that the State has allocated sufficient funds to do even a 
cursory assessment of MPA sites in Southern California.  Nor are there enough 
qualified marine biologists to perform such studies.

7.1.3.3 Environmental Impacts
Some of the ‘non-significant’ impacts mentioned are trivial.  For instance,
I
can’t imagine a marine MPA impacting a riparian habitat.

There have been protected areas around the Northern Channel Islands for, I 
think, over 20 years.  Some of the data gathered there should be useful for 
assessing environmental impacts.  One does not have to be an environmental 
genius to know that setting aside non-take areas will result in increasing the 
size and abundance of previously target species  Why does the MLPA still rely
on
data collected in other parts of the world to justify the establishment of MPAs 
in California?

Citing fish catch data around the Northern Channel Islands is interesting, but 
fishing pressure around these islands is trivial compared to coastal sites.
Let’s see, the La Jolla Cove SMR (aka Scripps MPA) is situated next to one of 
the premier marine research institutions in the world.  It has been studied,
and
been in existence, for around a quarter of a century. It borders on of the most 
heavily fished areas in Southern California. What has been learned from a
decade
of studying this area?

 8.0 SOCIAL RESOURCES

Table 8.3-1 Participation in Coastal Recreation in California (page 8.3-9)
What happened to fishing?  Is not fishing an important recreational activity?

Yes, I know about Section 8.3.2.2.2 Recreational Fishing.  But the fishing 
days/trips mentioned in this section should be referenced in the previous 
table.  FishingIS a coastal recreational activity.

Confused
I must admit to being one of those confused NIMBY folks who are more concerned 
with my back yard than yours.  However, I have never heard of Matlahuayl 
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before.  I did what most people would do, I “googled” the term.  No luck. 
What
is it?  How did this name become so prominent that it became the name for a 
marine protected area? More a matter of personal interest than substance.

With reference to the La Jolla/Scripps existing MPA complex. I believe that the 
Figures in the Appendix, Alternative 1 (La Jolla Cove SMR) and alternative 2
(La
Jolla SMR) represent the existing condition (though for some reason named 
differently). Alternative 3 changes the name of the La Jolla Cove/La Jolla SMR 
to Matlahuayl SMR and extends the boundaries, the new bounded area being called 
San Diego-Scripps Coastal SMCA

The Integrated Preferred Alternative uses the Alternative 3 boundaries but now 
calls the Matlahuayl SMR a SMCA!! (Please note that in the “APPENDIX A
Detailed
MPA MAPS there are NO page numbers which can be used for reference.  Also, no 
figure numbers so one has to do a bit of digging to understand what I am 
referring to….sorry).

In effect, there is a conflict between names and boundaries for the ‘La Jolla 
Cove” MPA.  Please also note that the IPA alternative for the La Jolla Cove
MPA
is NOT discussed in the text nor shown in Figure 3-8 in the appendix (Option 1 
and Option 2). I would like to respectfully request that you compare this
figure
to the IPA for the same area.  They are very different.  The Option 1 version
is
sort of a ‘gimmy’ while the Option 2 simply shifts a boundary to include
the
Scripps Pier in an SMCA rather than an SMR

One final point to these two figures (3-8a and 3-8b).  Both of these figures 
list the San Diego-Scripps Coastal MPA to be a SMCA.  In Option 1 Matlahuayl is 
listed as an SMCA while in Option 2 it is listedas an SMR

I do not have access to the Title 14 California Code of Regulations so I can 
make no comments on boat launching at La Jolla Shores.  Restricting boat 
launching, or all water craft for that matter, would impact a major
recreational
use of La Jolla Shores Beach.

Regards,
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 David W. Valentine, Ph.

---- End forwarded message ----

_______________________________________________________

Attachment: Mime23.822
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Responses to Comment Letter A13 

Response to Comment A13-1: Comment Noted. No changes to the Draft EIR are 
required. 

Response to Comment A13-2: Comment noted. See Master Response 1. No changes 
to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response to Comment A13-3: The commenter suggests an editorial change that 
would not affect the meaning or adequacy of the Draft EIR. The text has been revised to 
improve readability. 

Response to Comment A13-4: The comment reiterates comment A13-3. Please refer 
to Response A13-3. 

Response to Comment A13-5: The comment reiterates comment A13-3. Please refer 
to Response A13-3. 

Response to Comment A13-6: The commenter points out that there are living 
marine resources identified in Section 7.0 of the Draft EIR (Biological Resources) that are 
not described in Section 1.0 (Introduction). This discrepancy is not inadvertent, as the intent 
of the Draft EIR introduction was to provide a broad overview of the Project and its affected 
environment, while the biological resources section focused on living marine resources in 
greater detail. No changes to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response to Comment A13-7: The commenter is correct in concluding that the 
“Department 2008” reference indeed indicates the Department’s 2008 Master Plan for 
Marine Protected Areas. As is standard practice, reference materials cited in the Draft EIR 
were cited using a short citation format in the text (e.g., Department 2008), with a full 
citation in the References section (Section 13.0 of the Draft EIR). The reference in question 
is publicly available on the internet, and the full citation for this document in Section 13.0 of 
the EIR has been clarified to include a URL. 

Response to Comment A13-8: The comment asserts that internal Department 
documents are difficult for private citizens to obtain, and implies that an internet reference 
for the “Department 2008” citation should have been provided. As described in the response 
to Comment A13-7 above, the Draft EIR adhered to standard procedures concerning short 
and long citations. Section 13.0 (References) of the Draft EIR contains the full title of this 
document (Master Plan for Marine Protected Areas), and a Google search for this title 
returned a link to the document on the Department’s website as the first search result. 
Consequently, the Commission does not concur with the commenter’s assertion that this 
reference is difficult to locate. Further, the Draft EIR was available for public review for 60 
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days, a period that exceeds the legal requirement by 15 days. The public was therefore not 
required to locate this reference “on short notice” as suggested by the commenter. 

Response to Comment A13-9: Comment noted. See Master Response 5. No changes 
to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response to Comment A13-10: Comment noted. See Master Response 5. No 
changes to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response to Comment A13-11: Comment Noted. No changes to the Draft EIR are 
required. 

Response to Comment A13-12: The comment mentions the percentage of coverage 
of the MPAs in California, without asking a question about the information provided in the 
Draft EIR. Comment noted. Additionally, text in this paragraph has been expanded upon to 
include the date the MPA percentage was calculated. 

Response to Comment A13-13: The comment inquires, “How much will an 
ecosystem differ from an unfished ecosystem if one or more proposed activities are 
allowed?” This is a general question, and the answer differs depending on the type of 
ecosystem, and the method and target species proposed to be taken. A detailed description 
and explanation of these differences can be found in the Science Advisory Team’s (SAT) 
Methods Used to Evaluate MPA Proposals in the MLPA South Coast Study Region. Effects 
on ecosystems as they relate to CEQA significance criteria were evaluated in Section 7.0 
(Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment A13-14: The Commission disagrees. Data from the Channel 
Islands has been extensively reviewed, incorporated, and referenced; please refer to sections 
2.7, 9.0, and 13.0 of the Draft EIR. Data and expertise regarding the La Jolla Cove 
Underwater Park and Ecological Reserve was integrated into the planning process through 
the expertise of Dr. Paul Dayton, Professor of Oceanography at the Scripps Institute of 
Oceanography, and a prominent member of the South Coast Science Advisory Team. No 
changes to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response to Comment A13-15: Comment noted. The comment does not address the 
content or adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

Response to Comment A13-16: The Commission disagrees with the commenter’s 
statement that the comparison is “gratuitous.” The commenter incorrectly states that federal 
waters extend to 12 nautical miles offshore. The territorial sea extends to 12 nautical miles 
offshore, while federal waters extend to 200 nautical miles offshore. No changes to the Draft 
EIR are required. 
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Response to Comment A13-17: Page 3-33 has no reference to total size of MPAs. If 
the writer actually means to refer to size references on page 2-3: yes, total SMR and SMCA 
coverage currently is 182 square miles. 14 square miles refers to only the current area of “no 
take” MPAs.” No changes to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response to Comment A13-18: Comment noted. See Master Response 2. No 
changes to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response to Comment A13-19: Comment noted. See Master Response 2. No 
changes to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response to Comment A13-20: The Commission disagrees that the objectives of the 
MLPA as described in the Project Description are difficult to substantiate. The rationale 
behind the objectives of the MLPA are well substantiated in the legislative findings and 
directions of the Fish and Game Code section 2851. Also, please see Master Response 1. No 
changes to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response to Comment A13-21: Comment noted. See Master Response 5. No 
changes to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response to Comment A13-22: Comment noted. See Master Response 5. No 
changes to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response to Comment A13-23: Comment noted. The goals and objectives listed on 
Page 3-5 of the Draft EIR are regional goals and objectives that were identified by the RSG 
which apply broadly to the region. No changes to the Draft EIR are required  

Response to Comment A13-24: Comment noted. See Master Response 5. No 
changes to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response to Comment A13-25: Comment noted. See Master Response 5. No 
changes to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response to Comment A13-26: The MPA regulations of the proposed Project IPA 
for the La Jolla SMCA and Matlahuayl SMR are identified in Section 3.5.44. No other MPA 
regulatory action proposing modification to regulated activities in this area would occur. No 
changes to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response to Comment A13-27: The comment presents an inquiry regarding the 
proposed designation in the La Jolla Shores area. As described in Section 3.5.44 of the Draft 
EIR, the existing La Jolla SMCA, which includes the La Jolla Shores area, would be slightly 
expanded and redesignated as the Matlahuayl SMR. Take of living marine resources in this 
area is currently restricted to the commercial take of squid for bait purposes; this use would 
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no longer be allowed within the proposed SMR, as all take of living marine resources would 
be prohibited. Regulations on non-consumptive uses would not change, except that a 
provision allowing the operation and maintenance of artificial structures would be added. 

Response to Comment A13-28: The comment contends that the description of the 
South La Jolla SMR and South La Jolla SMCA in Section 3.5.45 of the Draft EIR should 
identify the specific latitude and longitude points making up the proposed boundary. The 
Draft EIR clearly communicates the proposed MPA boundaries, but does so graphically to 
facilitate public interpretation and greater understanding (see for example, Figure 3-2 and 
closer-scale figures in Appendix A). The purpose of the EIR is to provide an informational 
document to policy makers and stakeholders, and most readers will probably find figures 
illustrating the MPA boundaries to be more intuitive than text-based lists of latitude and 
longitude coordinates. The figures provided in Appendix A of the Draft EIR did provide 
latitude and longitude information. Additionally lists of coordinates can be found online at 
http://www.fgc.ca.gov/regulations/new/2010/632regs.pdf. 

Response to Comment A13-29: As described in Response A13-28 above, the EIR is 
an informational document intended to inform decision makers about the environmental 
effects of the proposed regulatory changes. While proposed boundary changes were 
described qualitatively in the Draft EIR text, the maps and figures in the document allow a 
more detailed comparison of the existing and proposed MPA boundaries, including latitude 
and longitude information. Proposed boundaries for the South La Jolla SMR and South La 
Jolla SMCA were illustrated graphically on Figure 3-9 in the Draft EIR, and in Appendix A. 
Exact latitude and longitude coordinates are available online at http://www.fgc.ca.gov/ 
regulations/new/2010/632regs.pdf. 

Response to Comment A13-30: A description of how monitoring and adaptive 
management of the MPAs would occur is provided in Section 3.6.1 of the Draft EIR. The 
2008 Master Plan for Marine Protected Areas (referenced in the Draft EIR) provides an 
additional description. No changes to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response to Comment A13-31: CEQA requires an analysis of the impacts of 
proposed projects on public services and utilities. Public services include police, fire and 
other services typically provided by the government. For CEQA purposes it is only where the 
proposed project would result in adverse changes to these services that are relevant and 
analyzed. 

In the context the SCSR, a number of public agencies provide police and fire services. The 
Department currently patrols all waters within the SCSR and enforces the provisions of the 
California Fish and Game Code and implementing regulations including existing MPA 
regulations (Title 14, Section 632). The Commission is proposing to amend these regulations 
in order to implement the provisions of the Marine Life Protection Act which mandate the 
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creation of a network of marine Protected Areas (see Fish and Game Code sections 2850-
2863). The MLPA notes that MPAs should include several elements, such as: an “improved 
marine life reserve component”; specified objectives and management and enforcement 
measures; (MLPA Section 2853(c)) (Department 2008). The regulations have been drafted to 
enable the public and law enforcement agencies to easily understand the locations and 
boundaries of MPAs as well as the types of activities that are allowed within an MPA (See 
FEIR Section 2.4.9) In the case of SMRs the regulations do not allow take of any kind to 
occur and thus simplify enforcement when compared to the existing regulatory scheme (14 
CCR Part 632). 

The DEIR correctly concludes that implementation of the proposed Project IPA will not 
result in significant adverse impacts to enforcement and emergency response services 
occurring within the SCSR. The proposed Project IPA would not add additional geographic 
areas over which enforcement is expected to occur, since enforcement already occurs over all 
areas within the SCSR. Implementation will not require additional man-hours or equipment 
over what is currently being used to patrol and enforce existing fish and game provisions 
within the SCSR. The proposed Project IPA actually is likely to increase enforcement 
efficiencies in deterring and apprehending violators especially those who intentionally fish 
within SMRs. Those who fish within SMR are easily identified by the public and tips 
provided are more likely to result in successful enforcement actions. 

The Department believes that adequate organizational resources exist to manage and enforce 
the existing and proposed MPAs and that the Draft EIR adequately characterizes the 
Department’s current law enforcement resources. Department enforcement and surveillance 
activities utilize a combination of boat, aircraft, and land based wardens. Furthermore, 
interagency coordination is on-going and will result in more efficient use of Department 
resources. Department enforcement staff will develop an enforcement plan in cooperation 
with other public agencies where existing MOUs are in place to coordinate such efforts. In 
this case the proposed Project IPA is not going to adversely impact enforcement activities 
that are currently ongoing. As such the proposed Project IPA and Alternatives would produce 
no impacts cognizable under CEQA. 

For additional details on how enforcement was appropriately factored into the design of the 
proposed MPAs, the capacity to effectively enforce MPAs, and the less than significant 
impact to the enforcement of existing laws and regulations and respective entities, please see 
Sections 2.4.9, 3.6.2, and 8.2.2.1 through 8.2.3.3 (specifically 8.2.2.1.1) of the Draft EIR. No 
changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response to Comment A13-32: The comment refers to language from the State 
CEQA Guidelines regarding the treatment of economic and social effects, cited in Section 
5.1 of the Draft EIR, as a “nice statutory exclusion.” This information is not specific enough 
to enable a detailed response. The regulatory language was cited in the Draft EIR to clarify 
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that economic and social effects of a project are not considered to be significant 
environmental impacts under CEQA unless they result in adverse physical changes in the 
environment (see Section 15064(e) of the State CEQA Guidelines). For more information see 
Master Response 3. 

Response to Comment A13-33: The comment notes that carbon sequestered by kelp 
is held only until it is consumed by grazers, and that this process only takes about a year. The 
Commission acknowledges that the carbon sequestration provided by kelp forests is minor 
when compared to other carbon sinks associated with the ocean, such as transport of 
inorganic carbon to depth. It is, however, the only sink that might reasonably be affected by 
the project, and the incremental benefit provided by increased carbon sequestration in kelp 
forests would help to further lessen the Project’s already modest carbon footprint. The text in 
Section 6.2.3.4 of the Draft EIR has been edited to clarify the discussion. 

Response to Comment A13-34: Comment noted. No changes to the Draft EIR are 
required. 

Response to Comment A13-35: The Commission disagrees. MPAs are not a 
replacement for conventional fishery management. No changes to the Draft EIR are 
required. See also Master Response 5. 

Response to Comment A13-36: The Commission disagrees. To the contrary, an 
explicit goal of the MPA is to improve recreational, educational, and study opportunities 
provided by marine ecosystems that are subject to minimal human disturbances, and to 
manage these uses in a manner consistent with protecting biodiversity. No changes to the 
Draft EIR are required. 

Response to Comment A13-37: Comment noted. The comment has no relevance to 
the impact analysis in the Draft EIR. The Commission feels the information in the Draft EIR 
about the Nearshore Fishery Management Plan is sufficient for the purposes of CEQA.  

Response to Comment A13-38: A discussion of the biological benefits of the 
proposed Project is not required by CEQA. This comment does not fundamentally alter the 
impact analysis in the Draft EIR. No changes to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response to Comment A13-39: Comment noted. See Master Response 5. No 
changes to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response to Comment A13-40: The comment notes that increases in maximum 
sustainable yield for kelp bass and sand bass due to increasing the minimum legal size from 
10 to 12 inches is an “old success story,” and should be highlighted. The stability and 
recreational importance of these fisheries is noted in Section 7.0 (Biological Resources) of 
the Draft EIR. However, the additional information requested by the commenter is only 
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tangentially relevant to the analysis of the proposed Project IPA’s impacts on the 
environment under CEQA, and the Draft EIR has not been revised to include this 
information. 

Response to Comment A13-41: See Master Response 1. No changes to the Draft 
EIR are required. 

Response to Comment A13-42: Comment Noted. No changes to the Draft EIR are 
required. 

Response to Comment A13-43: The comment states that there have been MPAs 
surrounding the Northern Channel Islands for over 20 years, and that the information 
gathered there should be useful in assessing environmental impacts. The Commission 
concurs that, where monitoring data from similar projects is available, this information can 
be useful for evaluating the environmental impacts of a proposal. In the Draft EIR, biological 
and socioeconomic monitoring data collected through the five-year review of the Northern 
Channel Islands MPAs (described in Section 9.3.6.1 of the Draft EIR) was considered in an 
effort to determine whether the proposed Project IPA would worsen or compound any of that 
project’s effects. However, because the available monitoring data for the Northern Channel 
Islands MPAs is focused on specific biological resources (e.g., harvested marine species) and 
economic effects on their associated fisheries, rather than a broader spectrum of potential 
environmental impacts, this information is only relevant to some sections of the CEQA 
analysis. 

The commenter is correct in the assertion that establishing no-take areas will increase the size 
and abundance of previously targeted species; this outcome is among the goals of the MLPA, 
and was quantitatively documented in the five-year review of the Northern Channel Islands 
MPAs. 

Response to Comment A13-44: See Master Response 2 regarding the use of the Best 
Available Scientific Information. No changes to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response to Comment A13-45: Comment noted. 

Response to Comment A13-46: The comment points out that the SCSR is adjacent 
to a prominent marine research facility (Scripps Institution of Oceanography), and inquires 
about what has been learned from a quarter century of research there. A description of the 
biological resources within the SCSR was provided in Section 7.1.2 of the Draft EIR, and 
this discussion provided an adequate environmental baseline against which the Project’s 
impacts were evaluated. Baseline data were not solely based on observations surrounding the 
Channel Islands, and the characteristics of the SCSR’s waters off of mainland Southern 
California were accurately described. Because the biological baseline in the Draft EIR was 
adequate, and because the comment does not request any particular background information 
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be added to the Draft EIR, adding material from studies at the Scripps Institution is not 
necessary. 

Response to Comment A13-47: The comment emphatically points out that fishing is 
a recreational use, and suggests that recreational fishing should have been included among 
the recreational uses of the SCSR listed in Table 8.3-1 in the Draft EIR. The Commission 
acknowledges the existence and importance of recreational fishing within the SCSR, and 
Section 8.3.2.2.2 of the Draft EIR, which follows the table described in the comment, was 
specifically devoted to a detailed discussion of this topic. Recreational fishing effort was not 
included in Table 8.3-1 in the Draft EIR, as the data sets do not use the same metrics (number 
of people vs. number of days). However, a reference footnote directing the reader to the 
recreational fishing discussion in Section 8.3.2.2.2 of the EIR has been added to Table 8.3-1. 

Response to Comment A13-48: The comment points out that fishing is a 
recreational activity, and asserts that Table 8.3-1 in the Draft EIR should have included 
fishing among the recreational uses listed. Please refer to response A13-47 above. 

Response to Comment A13-49: The comment inquires as to the origin of the name 
“Matlahuayl,” and the reason for using this name for an MPA. The term “Matlahuayl” means 
“place of caves” in the Kumeyaay language. The varying names for individual MPAs under 
the IPA and the various alternatives considered in the Draft EIR are a result of the 
collaborative process through which the various proposals were developed. Each of the three 
work groups within the MLPA South Coast Regional Stakeholder Group created an MPA 
network proposal (presented as alternatives 1, 2, and 3 in Section 10 of the Draft EIR), and 
the MPA names chosen were not always the same. 

Response to Comment A13-50: The commenter notes that the figures in Appendix 
A for Alternatives 1 and 2 represent the same boundaries as the existing La Jolla SMCA. The 
figures accurately depict that the areas of the La Jolla MPAs are not modified between 
Alternatives 0, 1, and 2. The net effect on the overall SCSR MPA network as a result of this 
error is less than 0.001 percent. The minimal change in area does not fundamentally alter the 
analysis presented in the Draft EIR. However, a footnote has been added to Section 10.1.1.29 
as a clarification for the difference between the MPAs. 

Response to Comment A13-51: The comment states that the IPA uses the 
Alternative 3 boundary for the Matlahuayl MPA, but designates the area as an SMCA rather 
than an SMR. The commenter is correct; under Alternative 3 and the Proposed Project IPA, 
boundaries for this MPA would be identical. However, as described in Sections 3.5 and 10.4 
of the Draft EIR, the names would differ, and the IPA boundary could also differ depending 
on the boundary option selected. Further, as described in Section 10.0 of the Draft EIR, the 
MPA network proposed by Alternative 3 has not been as thoroughly refined as that proposed 
by the IPA, and designating this MPA as an SMCA could be necessary to authorize take of 
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living marine resources associated with operation and maintenance of existing artificial 
structures.  

Response to Comment A13-52: Comment noted. 

Response to Comment A13-53: The comment asserts that there is a conflict between 
the names and boundaries proposed at the La Jolla Cove MPA and states that the IPA version 
of this MPA was not described in the Draft EIR. The La Jolla Cove SMR is an MPA being 
proposed under Alternative 1, therefore no discussion of the “La Jolla Cove SMR” is 
presented in Section 3.0 (It is presented in Section 10.2.1.46). As discussed in Section 3.5.44 
of this Draft EIR, the IPA-proposed MPA at the same location as the La Jolla Cove SMR 
under Alternative 1, would be named Matlahuayl SMR. The difference in MPA names and 
boundaries between the IPA and alternatives is intentional; these proposals represent a 
proposed regulatory action and a range of alternatives to that action. 

The two boundary options for the Matlahuayl MPA under the proposed Project IPA are 
compared graphically on Figure 3-8 in the Draft EIR. As discussed in Section 3.5.44, 
different boundary options are proposed for the Matlahuayl MPA to allow for maintenance 
activities associated with the Scripps Pier; an SMR designation would not be compatible with 
the activities associated with the Scripps Pier. 

Response to Comment A13-54: The comment restates information as presented in 
the Draft EIR. Under the proposed Project IPA two boundary options were included for San 
Diego-Scripps Coastal SMCA relative to the Scripps Pier, see Figure 3-8.  

Response to Comment A13-55: The comment restates information presented in the Draft 
EIR. The commenter’s understanding is correct. Under the IPA two regulatory options were 
included for the Matlahuayl MPA: a no take SMCA, and an SMR. As noted by the 
commenter, these designations were presented graphically in Figure 3-8 of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment A13-56: The Commission disagrees. Access is not prohibited 
by the establishment of an MPA. The planning process carefully considered access issues for 
this region which affected the types and size of proposed MPAs to minimize impact to 
consumptive users. Further, the public has access to Title 14 of the California Code of 
Regulations via the list of CCR titles available at http://ccr.oal.ca.gov/linkedslice/ 
default.asp?SP=CCR-1000&Action=Welcome. No changes to the Draft EIR are required. 
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Subject: Fwd: MLPA CEQA comments
From: Susan Ashcraft
Date: Wed, 29 Sep 2010 15:03:00
cc: "Horeczko, Michelle" <MHoreczk@dfg.ca.gov>
To: "Napoli, Thomas" <TNapoli@dfg.ca.gov>
_______________________________________________________

FYI

****NOTE NEW PHONE NUMBER & ADDRESS*******

Susan Ashcraft
Senior Marine Biologist 
Supervisor - Marine Protected Areas
California Dept. of Fish and Game
1812 Ninth Street  |  Sacramento, CA 95811
Tel (916) 445-6451  |  Cell (650) 222-9036  |  Fax (916) 445-6458
sashcraft@dfg.ca.gov  |  www.dfg.ca.gov 

“Pursuant to Governor’s Executive Order S-12-10, I will be out of the
office on the second, third and fourth Friday of each month

>>> Tim Barnett < tbarnett-ul@ucsd.edu > Wed, 29 Sep 10, 10:57 AM >>>
TO:  California Fish and Game Commission
FROM:  Dr. Tim Barnett, Scripps Inst. Oceanography
SUBJ:  EIR Hearing

I respectfully request that you Extend the comment period scheduled on the
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT, California Marine Life Protection Act
Initiative, South Coast Study Region 60 days beyond the current October 4
deadline.  The reason for this request is to allow more time to analyze
several aspects of the Draft that appear fatal to the plan’s success on
both a SoCAL Bight and local level.  In fact, the entire plan for
California also appears to have fatal flaws.  All of these problems occur
at both a scientific level, as well as a management level.  In short, the
EIR omits critical information on how SCMA and SMR are defined or misuses
such information.  Further, there is no management plan in place to allow
one to determine the success or failure of the policies promulgated in the
EIR.  I would be happy to talk with any of you further on these matters if
you so desire.  For now, I hope you will proceed slowly to ensure that bad
science and bad management do not derail what is a critical program for
California’s future marine resources.

By way of background, I am a Marine Research Physicist (Emeritus) at the
Scripps Institution of Oceanography.  I am part of the IPCC team that won

A_14-1
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the 2007 Nobel Peace Prize, have received the Sverdrup Gold Medal and have
over 200 referred publications.  I have been diving and fishing the waters
around San Diego for over 50 years, and have extensive commercial and
sport fishing experience.  I have managed large multi national ocean and
atmospheric projects and consulted with governments, businesses and
academic institutions on fishery and ocean related matters.  It is this
latter experience that allows me to say the EIR, as written, is
unacceptable.

Thank you for your consideration,
     Dr. Tim Barnett  (9/28/2010)
     406-9614646 (until 1 Nov, 2010)
     858-4888584 (after)
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Responses to Comment Letter A14 

Response to Comment A14-1: Comment noted. See Master Response 1.  
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Subject: Request 90 Day Delay (South Coast DEIR)
From: Carl Lind
Date: Mon, 27 Sep 2010 15:46:00
To: "FGC" <FGC@fgc.ca.gov>
_______________________________________________________

Dear Commissioners:

I have been trying to analyze a hard copy of the South Coast DEIR.  There 
are typos, misprints and untraceable references, making serious analysis 
difficult.  For instance, numerous references are made to "Department 2008."
[Example: Marine Resource Project Background; Section 2.1.1; page 2-1].  I am 
unable to determine specifically what that reference is.  Much more time is 
needed to fully comprehend this DEIR.

A major, complex federal medical bill was recently passed with the comment 
(paraphrased), "You'll know what's in it after it is passed."  Surely the State 
of California can do better.  Please acknowledge the need for transparency and
a
full public understanding of the DEIR.

An emergency does not exist; there is no significant reason to NOT extend the 
comment period.

Carl B. Lind
247 Gravilla Street
La Jolla, CA  92037
(858) 459-6071

_______________________________________________________

Attachment: TEXT521.htm
Attachment: Mime1183.822
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Responses to Comment Letter A16 

Response to Comment A16-1: Comment noted. Typographical errors in the Draft 
EIR have been corrected, and this Final EIR contains the corrected text.  

Response to Comment A16-2: The comment asserts that the Draft EIR contained 
many “Department 2008” references, and that it was difficult to determine which document 
was being referenced. As is standard practice, reference materials cited in the Draft EIR were 
cited using a short citation format in the text (e.g., Department 2008), with a full citation in 
the References section (Section 13.0 of the Draft EIR). The reference in question (the 
Department’s 2008 Master Plan for Marine Protected Areas) is publicly available on the 
internet, and the full citation for this document in Section 13.0 of the EIR has been clarified 
to include a URL. 

Response to Comment A16-3: Comment noted. See text provided in the preamble of 
this section on the 15-day extension that was granted by the Commission. 

723



724



Subject: Fwd: FW: MLPA CEQA Comments
From: Susan Ashcraft
Date: Tue, 28 Sep 2010 16:37:00
To: "Horeczko, Michelle" <MHoreczk@dfg.ca.gov>
To: "Napoli, Thomas" <TNapoli@dfg.ca.gov>
_______________________________________________________

FYI

****NOTE NEW CONTACT INFORMATION*******

Susan Ashcraft
Senior Marine Biologist 
Supervisor - Marine Protected Areas
California Dept. of Fish and Game
1812 Ninth Street  |  Sacramento, CA 95811
Tel (916) 445-6451  |  Cell (650) 222-9036  |  Fax (916) 445-6458
sashcraft@dfg.ca.gov  |  www.dfg.ca.gov 

“Pursuant to Governor’s Executive Order S-12-10, I will be out of the
office on the second, third and fourth Friday of each month

>>> Merit McCrea < meritmccrea@hotmail.com > Tue, 28 Sep 10, 4:07 PM >>>

Hello,

Missing document from previous email. Please use this package.

I'll be offshore on R/V Velero for the next few days but may be reachable. 

Thank You.

Merit McCrea                                       ^v^          ^v^
(805) 687-3474
       ^^
(805) 893-3835   (UCSB, MSI)                                              ^^
      ^^
____________________________________________________________________
                                                         ><>      ><>     ><>
><> ><>
 }<)}}(*>                                                    ><>      ><>
><>     ><>
                           }<)}}(*>                                       ><> 
><>  ><>
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                                                      }<)}}(*>          ><> ><>
  ><>  ><>
                 }<)}}(*>                }<)}}(*>                        ><>
   ><>
                           }<)}}(*>                              ><>  ><>
><>
                                                                  ><>     ><> 
><>
                                                      ><>   ><>  ><>
                                                 ><>    ><>

From:  meritmccrea@hotmail.com
To:  mlpacomments@dfg.ca.gov
Subject: MLPA CEQA Comments
Date: Tue, 28 Sep 2010 16:00:26 -0700

Please see attached comments. 

Merit McCrea                                       ^v^          ^v^
(805) 687-3474
       ^^
(805) 893-3835   (UCSB, MSI)                                              ^^
      ^^
____________________________________________________________________
                                                         ><>      ><>     ><>
><> ><>
 }<)}}(*>                                                    ><>      ><>
><>     ><>
                           }<)}}(*>                                       ><> 
><>  ><>
                                                      }<)}}(*>          ><> ><>
  ><>  ><>
                 }<)}}(*>                }<)}}(*>                        ><>
   ><>
                           }<)}}(*>                              ><>  ><>
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><>
                                                                  ><>     ><> 
><>
                                                      ><>   ><>  ><>
                                                 ><>    ><>

_______________________________________________________

Attachment: MM_MLPASCSR_DEIR_comment.zip
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Responses to Comment Letter A20_i 

Response to Comment A20_i: This email forwards a comment letter from an individual to 
appropriate Department staff. The email does not address the content or adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. 
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Dear Reader,

The included attached comments and their supporting materials were initially 
submitted by me during the scoping process. I am re-submitting them here for two 
reasons. Firstly I want to be sure that the concerns that I heard expressed during my time 
as a member of this Project’s design process’ Regional Stakeholder Group and ultimately 
a group co-lead were adequately reflected in the record as a Draft Comment. Secondly, 
although many of these concerns are addressed within the draft environmental document, 
some are not. Of those that are, several are treated fairly lightly and so the reader should 
be made more fully aware of the source concern voiced. 

As an example, within the project region, the Southern California Bight State 
Waters, our fisheries management now has the proud distinction of being able to take 
credit for successfully and conservatively managing fisheries within one of the very few 
large ecosystems where this is true. With the notable exception of some anadromous 
fishes that face other core challenges, we have sustainable and rebuilding fisheries. Thus 
the cited global experience of generally small scale MPAs generally providing more 
fisheries benefits than they cost fisheries by the way of loss of spatial access may not 
fully apply.This is supported by design process modeling results considering the 
Proposed Project and all other Project Alternatives under consideration. Within this Draft 
Document it appears to me that only the global experience and science supporting MPA 
based fisheries benefits is offered to address important issues such as fisheries effort 
displacement and long-term effects on fisheries productivity. Although it’s clear that both 
fisheries management outside of MPAs and the overall scale of a Marine Protected Area 
project play critical roles in the overall fisheries outcome, these parameters appear left 
un-addressed in this Draft Document. Nonetheless, they were critical points of concern 
during the Project and Project Alternatives’ development. It is understood that sought 
after MPA benefits extend well beyond whether they provide just fisheries based 
benefits. This is reflected in the scale of the Proposed Project and all Alternatives except 
the ‘No Action’ Alternative. 

I and others believe that ultimately the best and primary reason to designate 
MPAs is simply because ‘it’s the right thing to do.’ But, in order for this to be the case 
here it is important that the Project would have the support of those most on the water 
and resultant broad and equitable compliance. At this time, this looks doubtful. There is a 
lack of warden support for any project that increases long term enforcement demands on 
the California Department of Fish and Game’s warden force without a concomitant 
additional long term financial resource commitment. There is an apparent lack of support 
for this project on the part of the legitimate fisheries of the region.

By comparison, Project Alternative 2 is at roughly the same spatial scale, and was 
carefully crafted to provide high preservation benefits while preserving the support of 
those constituencies that designation would most directly impact. If for this reason alone, 
I feel that Project Alternative 2 represents the best initial project. It may indeed represent 
the difference between having mere ‘Paper Parks’ and real MPA protections. 

Merit McCrea,
MLPA, MLPAI, SCRSG Gp 2 Co-lead.
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Responses to Comment Letter A20_ii 

Response to Comment A20_ii-1: Comment noted. See Master Response 5.  

Response to Comment A20_ii-2: Comment noted. See Master Response 5.  

Response to Comment A20_ii-3: See response to comment A13-31 and Master 
Response 9. No changes to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response to Comment A20_ii-4: Comment noted. Comments suggesting changes to the 
proposed MPA network, rather than resulting environmental impacts of such changes, are 
addressed through the public comment and review period of the Initial Statement of Reasons 
for Regulatory Action, proposed for adoption December 15, 2010. No changes to the Draft 
EIR are required. 
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Southern California Region Marine Life Protection Act implementation comments for its 
Environmental Impact Review document. 

Fisheries effort displacement: 

In consideration of Marine Protected Areas in the Southern California Bight (SCB) it is a 
concern of many participants in the Regional Stakeholder Group (RSG) process for this 
region that the displacement of effort from one area to another already fully exploited one 
will result in once sustainable fisheries becoming unsustainable (SCRSGWG2 2009).This 
might result in at least short-term ecological damage of areas to which effort was 
immediately displaced. It might, on longer timescales permanently damage our ports and 
harbors, fisheries culture, related tourism value, and public access to locally harvested 
fish and fisheries products (Kronman, appendix “Boardwalks of Blight”). It should not be 
overlooked that wild harvest of fisheries resources results in much lower levels of 
ecosystem modification per unit of protein than other agriculturally produced meats. 

Socio-economics, Ecotrust analysis: 
During the RSG process Dr Astrid Shultz of Ecotrust often referred to and was reminded 
by others to refer to her analysis as showing the “worst case scenario” because it 
characterized the loss of access to areas within MPAs as a complete loss to the fisheries 
displaced. This was stated to be without consideration of the ability of fishers to relocate 
their effort. It was without consideration of fisheries benefits to the productivity of the 
fishable areas by way of adult and larval spillover (addressed in modeling and considered 
herein, below). Nevertheless, the realities are that the very incentive for many to support 
MPA designation is the fear that our fisheries are over exploited (Myers 2003). Currently 
this does not appear to be the case along the California Current area (Worm et al. 2009) 
In the last decade fisheries management for sustainability considering limited 
productivity has effectively turned the corner and is getting more robust and effective 
over time. However, many fisheries are ‘recovering’ still to this day, and many others are 
considered ‘fully exploited.’ With this in mind the idea of being able to sustain ably 
‘relocate’ fishing effort without loosing productivity becomes farcical, unless of course 
MPAs themselves make available more fisheries productivity than they lock away.

Bionomic Modeling: Lu Botsford, Chris Costello, Will White, Andrew Rassweiler: 

Considering conservative management of fisheries resources outside of MPAs, even 
where there is excellent knowledge of source sites and subsequent MPA siting, the 
maximum net benefit to fisheries alone appears to occur at MPA array scales of just 6% 
of the total habitat (Costello et al. 2010). A predicted net fisheries benefit is certainly not 
the case for any of the proposals being considered here. During SAT analysis, and 
considering our current fisheries management, model results indicated a straight trade-off 
between fisheries value and preservation value. All arrays considered here are predicted 
to cost fisheries productivity and at best trade it for other benefits to other interests. Thus 
the primary consideration ends up being about resource allocation (See, appendix: 
McCrea_G2_IPA_UCD.pdf).
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A scientific investigation of actual post implementation fisheries response to MPAs 
(Gunther, in press) revealed that the short term cost to the lobster fishery within the 
Channel Islands National Marine Sanctuary would have far exceeded an Ecotrust method 
‘worst case scenario’ estimate. It was thought by Dr. Gunther that this was a result of two 
factors: one, that there was really not much spillover yet in evidence, and the other, that 
the constructive unfishable area was much larger than the MPA itself, considering the 
physical constraints on legally fishing near the boundary.

Given the apparently non-compensatory nature of MPA derived fisheries benefits , the 
concept of sustainably relocating harvest effort from large portions of historically 
important fishing areas to other surrounding areas, against a backdrop of a presumed fully 
exploited resource is irrational. Efficiently citing and scaling MPAs so as to lessen the 
attendant fisheries displacement is critically important to the sustainability of our 
fisheries. Thus, it is of critical importance to the continued recovery of ecosystems 
surrounding MPAs. Failing to do so may precipitate negative impacts to the surrounding 
marine environment, terrestrial ecosystems as lost fisheries productivity is replaced, and 
our coastal culture. These may be beyond reasonable mitigation efforts should the spatial 
reallocation to preservation be much more than a fully supported and modest one.  

Submitted by Merit McCrea, SCRSG member and Group 2 co-leader 
meritmccrea@hotmail.com
805 687 3474 
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Responses to Comment Letter A20_iii 

Response to Comment A20_iii-1: A number of comments express concerns 
regarding the effects of displaced fishing effort. The Commission acknowledges that MPA 
regulations preclude certain activities which are presently occurring within the proposed 
MPA boundaries. The public will continue to participate in these activities and will do so in 
alternative areas. Thus, the MPAs will in fact displace a certain fraction of the public to 
adjacent or equivalent areas. Where these displacement actions can reasonably be modeled it 
has been done, and impacts from this displacement were included within the Draft EIR. 

Some comments express concerns about vessel traffic and safety as it pertains to congestion 
of vessels. In the context of marine navigation, any minor adjustments in fishing trip 
distances that might be associated with the MPAs will not be substantial enough to disrupt 
traffic patterns. The discussion under Criterion VT-1 makes it clear that the vast majority of 
state waters would remain open to fishing, and the proposed MPAs do not restrict vessel 
travel. In the Draft EIR Section 6.1 on Air Quality, it is noted that the majority of commercial 
fishing trips will not be affected at all, and of those that might be affected the range of 
increased travel distances is between 0 and 5 miles, with most values closer to one mile. 
Thus, the effect is not considered to be “substantial” in the common use of the word, and the 
Draft EIR concludes that the “…disruption of existing vessel traffic patterns…” would be 
less than significant. Regarding safety to recreational users, there is no reason to suggest that 
any displacement of commercial or recreational fishing activity would be concentrated 
towards the nearshore areas frequented by the recreational users. All marine vessels remain 
subject to navigational and boating regulations. The project will cause no change in the 
safety environment for users in the nearshore areas. 

Concerns about the impacts of displacement to air quality are addressed in Section 6.1.3.3, 
Criterion AIR-3 of the Draft EIR. As stated in the EIR, the relative magnitude of estimated 
Project emissions compared to the annual average emissions for affected air districts is 
minimal, and the project will not have a significant impact on levels of criteria pollutants or 
ambient air quality standards. 

The impacts of displaced fishing effort on biological resources are discussed in Section 
7.1.3.3 of the Draft EIR. The MPAs in the proposed Project could contribute to increasing 
biomass, individual size, and reproductive potential of organisms, particularly for species 
with low dispersal and high reproduction. The broad scale ecosystem protection afforded to 
habitats within the proposed MPAs can also lead to increased resilience, further protecting 
biodiversity and associated ecosystem services. The proposed Project includes all habitat 
types in all bioregions, encompassing at least some portion of the ranges of most species of 
interest. The MPAs in the proposed Project could help sustain various fished populations, 
and provide areas of significantly higher reproductive capacity. Increased reproduction 
within the proposed MPAs may lead to long-term fisheries benefits outside their boundaries. 
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Based on this information, impacts of the proposed Project IPA related to concentration of 
fishing effort outside MPAs would be less than significant. 

Other concerns about displacement refer to the possibility of increased consumption of 
contaminated fish as a result of MPA designation. As noted in Section 8.5.3.3, Criterion 
HAZ-9, displacement to areas of lower water quality is of concern only if the reduced water 
quality could result in excess contaminant levels in the seafood or ocean vegetables harvested 
for consumption (i.e., result in contaminant levels that would limit the amount of seafood or 
sea vegetables that could be safely consumed). Displacement of consumptive uses to an area 
with fish consumption guidelines would not necessarily result in adverse effects to human 
health. If the users comply with the consumption guidelines, then potential adverse effects 
from consuming fish from this area would be considered acceptable, and therefore potential 
impacts would be less than significant. Please refer to Section 8.5.3.3 of the Draft EIR for a 
more detailed discussion of the effects of displacement on contaminant levels in seafood. 

Response to Comment A20_iii-2: See response to Comment A20_iii-1. Additional 
information regarding the Ecotrust analysis has been provided in Section 5.0 of the EIR. 
Regarding costs of MPAs to fisheries see Master Response 3. Regarding sustainable fisheries 
management see Master Response 5. No changes to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response to Comment A20_iii-3: Comment noted. The Commission disagrees with 
the commenter’s assertion that the primary consideration is resource allocation. California’s 
marine resources are part of the public’s trust, and MPAs do not allocate resources. No 
changes to the Draft EIR are required.  

Response to Comment A20_iii-4: See response to Comment A20_iii-1. 
Displacement of fishing effort was addressed in the planning process and is reflected in the 
proposed Project and alternatives largely due to the high degree of involvement from the 
fishing communities in the MPA design process and use of Ecotrust data. No changes to the 
Draft EIR are required. 

Response to Comment A20_iii-5: Comment noted. Mitigating future possible 
fisheries displacement impacts is outside the scope of the CEQA analysis. See also response 
to Comment A20_iii-1. No changes to the Draft EIR are required. 
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Southern California Region Marine Life Protection Act implementation comments for its 
Environmental Impact Review document. 

Goal 5 of the Marine Life Protection Act is as follows: 
(5) To ensure that California's MPAs have clearly defined objectives, 
effective management measures, and adequate enforcement, and are based 
on sound scientific guidelines. 

In addition the preamble to this act includes the following language: 
Many of these MPAs lack clearly defined purposes, effective management 
measures and enforcement.  As a result, the array of MPAs creates the 
illusion of protection while falling far short of its potential to 
protect and conserve living marine life and habitat. 

On a global scale it has been illuminated that local, on-the-water buy-in is critical to 
Marine Protected Area (MPA) success (White 2002, Pomeroy 1999, Fisk 1992, Christie 
2009). In fact, I offer that the only parameter that can be universally agreed to as a 
hallmark of a ‘successful’ MPA is compliance. Where MPAs are instituted and 
constructively make poaching more attractive than compliance a culture of non-
compliance can occur. A lack of local support accompanied by a lack of law enforcement 
can foster the growth of illicit fisheries that can not only out-compete legitimate fishers, 
but undermine our ability to manage harvest levels and compliance with any other 
fisheries regulations.

Whereas given any MPA, preservation and other stakeholders who most benefit will be in 
support while those that loose access are least likely to be supportive. Thus support is 
hierarchical, with the constituencies who are ever less likely to support designation 
holding the key as to whether or not an MPA will be successful or not. Therefore gaining 
their expressed support is most critical to achieving high levels of compliance and 
therefore MPA success.. Those that are willing to poach will support designation, as their 
access is not in question. It is the buy-in of legitimate fishers and others that loose access 
or otherwise bear a cost for designation that is critical to gain. This is all the more true 
where institutional enforcement will be weak or non-existent.

Of the proposals being considered only the R2 array was able to achieve this while 
providing substantial MPA proposals that included a broad representation of habitat types 
(appendix G2_Supplemental_2.1.pdf, p91). While it is unclear whether this Bight wide 
support is still fully available, at the time of its delivery to the California Department of 
Fish and Game Commission on 9 December, 2009 we had gathered multilateral support 
from every identified fisheries constituency, ports and harbors, and many others. 

The environmental costs of instituting MPAs that create only the illusion of protection 
while falling far short of protecting the resources include: 

� Creating MPAs that compete with other priorities for enforcement effort while 
providing more incentive for poaching than MPA benefits. Without additional 
wardens in the field this imperils the following environmental benefits that our 
California Department of Fish and Game provides among many others: 

Letter A20_iv

A20_iv-1

A20_iv-2

A20_iv-3

741



o Officer safety in the field. It cannot be overlooked that our DFG personnel 
are the only division of law enforcement compelled to approach armed 
contacts without the benefit of automatically drawing their own weapon 
before approaching, and often without even asking the hunter to set their 
gun down first. This is done while far afield and often without backup 
readily at hand given our already low warden numbers.  

o pollution regulation enforcement. 
o Wild animal control 
o Environmental law enforcement, ESA, MMPA, others. 
o Enforcement of conservation-based land-use regulations, e.g. those 

restricting stream bed and wetlands alteration. 
o Enforcement of hunting regulations that support equity, habitat 

conservation and sustainability. 
o Enforcement of regulations that support fisheries equity, habitat 

conservation and sustainability both in fresh water and marine ecosystems. 
o Enforcement of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and federal regulations. 
o Enforcement of the Lacy act. 
o Enforcement of laws against the introduction of non-native invasive 

species.
o Enforcement of other laws against habitat damage. 
o The loss of many other environmental protections under Title 14 of the 

California Code of Regulations as well as other federally legislated 
environmental protections.  

� Creating a culture of non-compliance. This imperils: 
o The ability of the subject MPAs to provide MPA services such as 

benchmarking natural abundances and providing population reserves of 
harvested organisms against uncertainty in fisheries management. 

o Our ability to effectively manage fisheries outside of MPAs 
o Our legitimate fisheries and culture as they would be out competed both 

on the water and in the marketplace. 
o The sustainability of our fisheries 
o Our ability to allocate marine resources equitably 
o The efficacy of other marine conservation efforts 
o In consideration of other legislation where illicit activity was made grossly 

profitable through low constituent buy-in and weak enforcement, many 
other negative social impacts were attendant. These include Prohibition in 
the 1920’s and Mexican drug cartels today.

� Creating the expectation of protection where it does not exist.
o When this failure is discovered, this could tend to cause us to create 

further restrictive laws in the future that further shift practice toward being 
illegal rather than fixing the real problem of non-compliance. This would 
further penalize the law abiding while rewarding illegal behavior.

o In alternate, leaky MPA boundaries (poaching) might not be openly 
discovered and cause us to wrongly conclude that MPAs do not provide 
the hoped for ecosystem benefits even if they would have. 
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In this time of budget crises we should be careful not to designate MPAs than we cannot 
realistically compel compliance for and monitor the results of. This would violate the Act 
itself in creating only the illusion of protection. Every effort should be made to gather this 
critical component of public support. 

This was, at least for a time, made available to decision makers through the efforts of 
those many that supported the RSG Group 2 effort. This includes concerned public and 
fisheries organizations, the Department of Defense, representatives from marinas, ports 
and harbors in the region, water quality representatives, MLPAI staff, the stakeholders 
themselves and many others. This support was a hallmark, a uniquely valuable and 
difficult to obtain opportunity presented within the R2 (Group 2) array (appendix 
G2_Supplemental_2.1.pdf)(appendix R2 presentation comments). Many within the RSG 
and beyond worked hard to provide this opportunity. I feel that the reality is that this 
proposal provides much higher preservation and conservation value over others, 
primarily because of that most difficult buy-in coupled with its included habitats 
nominated for MPA protections. This is especially true given the challenges that we face 
today in providing for institutional enforcement and required monitoring.  

Submitted by Merit McCrea, SCRSG member and Group 2 co-leader 
meritmccrea@hotmail.com
805 687 3474 
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Southern California Region Marine Life Protection Act implementation comments for its 
Environmental Impact Review document. 

At the request of others including both fellow Southern California Regional Stakeholders 
(SC RSG) and other process participants I am drafting and submitting this following 
comment addressing RSG guidance during the SCRSG MPA array design process. 

While the Marine Life Protection Act (MLPA) often speaks to utilizing the best available 
science in developing the Master Plan and other guidance tools it holds the selection of 
MPA sites to a different standard of “sound scientific guidelines” (see the text of the 
MLPA). Sound science is mentioned both in the preamble and goal 5. “(5) To ensure that 
California's MPAs ...are based on sound scientific guidelines.” 
This is a higher standard than best readily available science. “The (master) plan shall be 
based on the best readily available science” 

Thus while the Master Plan and other planning components were not limited with respect 
to limited or uncertain scientific knowledge, the actual selection and final adoption is. 
Final adoption should be on the basis of sound scientific guidelines, regardless of the full 
breadth of consideration regarding scientific information used in planning and design of 
proposals.

A key area where scientific knowledge was clearly stretched to its limits was in 
geographically identifying the extent of various habitat types. It was decided that a target 
for species richness would be that a ‘replicate’ must include at least 90% of the species 
richness likely to be found in that habitat type. Mathematical tools were used to 
determine this on the basis of species data. The geographic location and extent of all 
habitat types considered was not completely known for the entire study region. Another 
primary area of understanding that necessitated bridging was making these estimates for 
habitats where species data were lacking. 

One of the habitats where science was relatively robust is in determining the species 
richness for 0-30m depth rocky bottom (see SC SAT methods document). Conversely, for 
kelp canopy observable at times from aircraft there were no data supporting the rate at 
which species encountered there increased with the quantity of a given aerial survey 
derived ‘kelp proxy’ (See SAT Methods). The Science Advisory Team (SAT) was 
compelled to use a next best assumption. The assumption chosen in this regard by that 
body was that it took the same amount of “persistent kelp proxy” as 0-30 meter rocky 
bottom. During the early designing phase of the Southern California Regional 
Stakeholder Group (SCRSG), it appeared that aerial kelp cover observations would be 
used only to guide the classification of 0-30 meter rocky bottom habitat. Some of this 
habitat type was clearly present in areas and yet were not spatially represented in data. 
This was due largely to the difficulty in hydro-acoustically survey areas that had 
abundant kelp sub-surface. Early in the design process several Regional Stakeholder 
Group (RSG) members and others involved questioned the rationality of the use of each 
of the various aerial survey based kelp proxies (persistent kelp, maximum kelp, average 
kelp) as a stand-alone habitat measure. In order to address this concern more fully I 
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devised a methodology for coupling either of the then existing kelp proxies that had been 
developed from aerial survey data, to shallow rocky habitat. I presented this method 
broadly (Appendix Kelp_proxy_analysis.pdf). Ultimately the SAT did not choose to 
select a singular best kelp proxy coupled by its relationship to 0-30 meter depth rocky 
bottom habitat. The SAT ultimately elected to provide an additional qualifying linear 
measure for each of the kelp proxies that were developed from the aerial survey data set 
considered.

Thus in later SAT analyses surface canopy observed was considered as several unique 
habitat types for MPA array analysis purposes. In the presentation of SAT analysis results 
each habitat measure type was given a category such that multiple measure types of any 
single habitat parameter gave that parameter more weight visually (public comment to 
RSG of Mr. Joe Exline). Analyzing all of the several aerial kelp based proxies together 
thus revealed that any MPA array that did not include each of four specific coastal sites 
(Malibu, West Palos Verdes, Laguna and Encinitas) would appear to do poorly at 
meeting connectivity guidance. These factors coupled with the scientifically known 
distributions of other habitat types in amounts sufficient to constitute a replicate, and 
direction given with respect to other guidance regarding wastewater outfalls and military 
use areas made the MPA site selection process deeply challenging while being outwardly 
simplified. Because meeting the SAT connectivity guidance expressly for all habitat 
types was admittedly impossible, meeting SAT guidance as well as was possible left little 
flexibility for addressing other concerns. Thus where other concerns were addressed it 
had an immediate cost in meeting SAT connectivity guidance.  

Other observations with respect to areas where science appeared to be particularly 
challenged include data gaps in high-resolution surveys of bottom habitat type. The 
seafloor present within these gaps was classed to no habitat type in analysis by default. 
For some places where this clearly caused broad uncertainty as to the outcome for all 
proposals being developed, a science team representatives would mention so and indicate 
which habitats were likely present in sufficient amounts to satisfy meeting their guidance. 
This was the case for the “SWAT 1” area at West San Clemente Island. In other instances 
missing credit for likely present habitats created large “maximum gap” values on the 
basis of thus barely missed benchmarks. An example of this is within the R2 array at its 
Del Mar proposal where an area of bottom that included a high percentage of rare rocky 
outcrops was missed during a survey effort, leaving a data hole. (see Appendix 
G2_Supplemental_2.1.pdf, pp.41-45, and p.91) 

In one region, Laguna, there was a non-surveyed area of shallow bottom with sub-surface 
and surface kelp that was known to be mostly rocky by locals. One fisheries group had 
this professionally surveyed and a report provided. The findings were that it was 
predominantly reef bottom substrate. I was asked to submit this on their behalf to the 
SAT for its consideration (appendix  Laguna-Analysisof hydroacoustic survey.pdf). It 
was determined that the data type was unsuitable due to its being based on ‘point data’ 
rather than a 2D coverage. Thus SAT analyses of proposals in this area were not adjusted 
to reflect these findings. Although all project alternative proposals and the project include 
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this area as a MPA the apparent lack of this habitat type there can causes a ‘connectivity 
gap’ in analysis results. (see Appendix G2_Supplemental_2.1.pdf, pp.31-40, p.91) 

Another of the more challenging habitat proxies to include replicates of at appropriate 
spacing was rocky shoreline. There appear to be several regions along the coast where 
hardened shores (rip rap) is landward of other shore types existing in intertidal regions 
This occurs most notably between Mugu rock and Leo Carillo State Beach. Similar 
classification likely exists in other areas of hardened shoreline as well. It appears that 
where this happens it may have caused robust rocky intertidal areas not to count in 
analysis.

It is important to note that at least one SAT member in particular, Dr. Ray Hilborn, felt 
that presuming that areas not within MPAs would not effectively connect MPA areas one 
to another in a biological sense was unrealistic on the whole (See the SC SAT meeting 
records)

It is important to recognize that there is potential for a difference between the ‘best 
readily available science’ (MLPA) used to move forward with creating and designing 
proposals and ‘sound science’ (MLPA) to be used to select a best option and institute an 
MPA array. An effort should be made to assess which components of the many elements 
of the guidance to the RSG and Task Force are most supported and essential to 
forwarding the goals of the MLPA overall. At times we clearly worked out on the cutting 
edge of science in creating our MPA proposals. Geographically we were often using the 
results of the most recent of data acquisition efforts. Concerning species found within 
habitat classes this was also true. At times direct data were unavailable or may have been 
ambiguous and thus strategies were selected in order that we should be able to move 
forward in our design efforts. It is with the utmost respect for the work of my fellow 
members of the Southern California Bio-region RSG and the hard work and effort of the 
members of the SC SAT that I submit this particular comment. It is important to 
document for the future that during the design phase of the project, the scientific 
guidance had a dynamic, living, growing nature and was under as much time pressure as 
any other component of the process. A large proportion of the science and scientific 
guidance were being developed as the MPA proposals using it were being designed. The 
excellent volunteer effort by both the SAT and my fellow RSG members was exemplary 
and forthcoming. Time pressure was clearly felt by all. I cannot hazard even a guess at 
what the environmental impacts might be resulting from the challenges that I address 
herein, only that they profoundly affected the design and evaluation of all proposals and 
will therefore profoundly affect their environmental impacts. These challenges faced 
should be considered within the Environmental Document. These should be considered 
the context of whatever proposal, whether the Preferred Project and its options, or any of 
the alternatives is finally selected for implementation. 

Submitted by Merit McCrea, SCRSG member and Group 2 co-leader 
meritmccrea@hotmail.com
805 687 3474 
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Good afternoon, Mr. President and Commissioners.  My name is Mick 
Kronman.  I’m the Harbormaster in Santa Barbara and as a 
Stakeholder during Southern California’s MLPA process was 
privileged to be among those who crafted the Group 2 proposal.

There’s no doubt that a great environmental challenge of our time is 
balancing the conservation and utilization of natural resources.  This 
was precisely the focus of Group 2’s efforts, which advance laudable 
conservation goals of the Marine Life Protection Act while limiting 
impacts to the people and businesses upon whom the survival of 
Southern California’s marine economy and coastal culture depend.

It’s essential to remember that while fisheries management and 
MPAs are holistic partners in the pursuit of ecological health and 
sustainable fisheries, California’s fisheries are already among the 
most strictly regulated in the world.  As such, Group 2’s members, 
who brought to the table 350 years of at-sea experience and a 
commensurate almanac of fisheries and habitat knowledge, were 
acutely mindful of the consequence of over-reaching MPAs, including
relocation and congestion of effort that harms marine resources and
those who depend upon them for food, commerce and recreation.

Mr. President, the state’s economy is at a crawl, with projected 
annual deficits exceeding $20 billion for the next five years.
Unnecessarily draining it of more jobs will impact mortgages, health 
care, education and recreational opportunities that keep us solvent, 
healthy, productive and sane.  In turn, Group 2’s modest, thoughtful 
array protects key habitats and jobs while keeping our harbors from 
becoming boardwalks of blight where novelty stores and curio shops 
supplant the hum of working waterfronts and flat-line the century-old 
heartbeat of Southern California’s coastal communities. 

For this range of protections it offers, I strongly urge you to support 
the Group 2 proposal as the preferred alternative.   It is the true 
center.

Thank you.
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Narrative Rationale, Work Group 2 

South Coast Regional Stakeholder Group Process  
September 16, 2009 

 
Designed to meet the intent and spirit of the Marine Life Protection Act (MLPA) and garner a 
broad range of cross-interest support, the Group 2 array includes some of the most 
biologically productive, rich and diverse marine habitats in the state.  
 
Among many key habitats captured are lush kelp forests, rugged reef systems, submarine 
canyons, intertidal coastal stretches, surf grass beds, pinniped rookeries, avian roosting sites, 
estuaries and tidal flats.  There are places where boat traffic is incessant, others where it is 
nearly non-existent. There are near-port areas that will no-doubt accommodate vigilant 
enforcement from many sources, and others so remote that compliance will depend, in part, 
on an honorable sense of “doing what’s right.”  
 
The Group 2 proposal also retains many beloved heritage MPAs.  Many were perhaps 
established “without a clearly defined purpose” (MLPA language), but have evolved to 
provide educational opportunities and the opportunity for the public to observe coastal 
ecosystems that have larger and more abundant organisms than they would if harvest of 
them were allowed. Retained Heritage MPAs also enjoy complementary local support and 
infrastructure, and support for educational and recreational opportunities. 
 
The Group 2 array is also rooted in the notion of cross-interest support, efforts toward which 
were vigorously pursued throughout the step-wise, iterative MLPA process.  As a result, it 
can be supported  by public agencies, coastal water, wastewater and power agencies, 
professional and recreational fishing families, ports and harbors, trade and private NGOs, 
conservation groups, fish processors and markets, restaurateurs, educational organizations, 
ocean oriented businesses and recreational enthusiasts. 
 
Group 2 endeavored to meet design guidelines while balancing them with socio-economic 
impacts, an equilibrium necessary to gaining the local support essential to MPA success.  We 
considered Ecotrust’s spatial analyses of fisheries value, plus modeling analysis from both 
the University of California at Davis and the University of California at Santa Barbara’s bio-
economic models.  We also undertook exhaustive outreach to coastal-dependent entities to 
understand the socio-economic impacts to public essential services and industries that use 
areas under consideration for MPA’s.  
 
Based on this comprehensive effort, it is our firm conviction that any proposal resulting in 
higher socio-economic impacts than Group 2’s proposal would result in failed ocean-
dependent businesses, disrupted harbor operations and significant impacts to the century-old 
culture of our coastal communities.    
 
We believe Group 2’s proposal meets the goals of the Act.  However, given natural 
distributions of some “key” habitats and shortcomings of best readily available data 
(accuracy, completeness), several identified “key” habitat types were unavailable in sufficient 
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amount and within Science Advisory Team-identified benchmark distances.  In some of these 
instances selection of the most proximal “replicates” of these habitats could not be feasibly 
accommodated without enduring unacceptable socio-economic impacts.  In other cases, 
Group 2 members, whose local knowledge includes over 350 years of at-sea experience, 
were able to help bridge or correct those data gaps.   
 
In conclusion, the Group 2 proposal includes key geographies and protects essential, iconic 
habitats necessary to advance goals of the MLPA and provide an efficient and effective MPA 
network in the South Coast Study Area.  Its value is enhanced by the support it has received, 
from not only those who contributed to its design, but from the individuals, businesses and 
agencies upon whose cooperation and sacrifice it depends for success.  Adoption of the 
Group 2 array will provide excellent conservation value, avoid undue, unnecessary socio-
economic harm and ensure protected ocean parks for generations to come.   
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Point Conception/Humqaq SMR 
 

1. Introduction  
 

Designed to be the crown jewel of the California Marine Reserve system, this 
extremely large SMR is uniquely positioned to network with Central Coast reserves, 
Northern Channel Islands reserves and the robust UCSB marine reserve to the south.  
Located at the junction of two major bio-geographic regions and at the convergence of 
major, complex current systems, this high-diversity reserve contains numerous key 
marine habitats and numerous, varied geological substrates.  It also contains scarce 
south-central California bird and marine mammal rookeries, as well as important 
Native American cultural areas, with associated intertidal and submerged 
archeological resources.  There are significant negative socio-economic impacts to 
CPFV, spot prawn and hook-and-line rockfish fisheries and their clients.   
 

2. Essential Facts: Point Conception/Humqaq SMR 
 

a. Type of MPA: State Marine Reserve (SMR—all take prohibited) 
 NOTE: This SMR is not intended to and will not regulate military 

activities.  DFG and U.S. Department of Defense should coordinate 
regulatory language similar to Vandenberg SMR. 
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b. Boundaries: (per DFG feasibility guidelines): 
 Western Boundary: Due west from Point Conception Lighthouse to 

state boundary three miles offshore along latitude 34º 27 Minutes 
North. 

 Eastern Boundary: Due south on the longitude line 120º 24 Minutes 
West extending from mainland to state boundary three miles offshore. 

 Northern Boundary: Mean high tide line between eastern and western 
boundaries.  

 Southern Boundary: Offshore boundary of state waters.   
c. Miles of Coverage: 

  5 miles of shoreline. 
   26 square miles  

d. Habitats/Features (SAT Replication Guidelines): 
 Soft bottom (100-200 meters)  
 Deepwater habitat (>100 meters) 
 Medium-depth habitat (30-100 meters), hard and soft bottom habitat, 

including rocky reefs 
 Shallow-water habitat (<30 meters) 
 Extensive, persistent kelp beds (twice what is required) 
 Historic shipwreck, 
 Rocky and sandy-beach coastlines 
 Archeological resources 
 Windward and leeward shores 
 Oil seeps 
 Surf grass beds 
 Squid spawning area 
 White seabass nursery area 
 Significant aggregation area for leopard, soupfin and white sharks 
 One of a limited number of upwelling zones in southern region—high 

trophic interaction due to upwelling    
 Fed by pristine watershed 

 
3. Site Rationale 
 

a. Backbone MPA site 
b. Plays important role in larval connectivity and ecological function of 

statewide and regional MPA networks 
c. High conservation value; protects broad range of marine and cultural 

resources 
d. Meets broad range of MLPA goals and objectives 
e. Achieves balance between conservation and limiting socio-economic 

impacts 
 NOTE: Due to its rich habitat and biodiversity, combined with its 

lengthy distance from population densities of Southern California, this 
area has a substantial conservation benefit.  However, its local socio-
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economic impact to marine users is considerable, especially for lobster 
fishermen, CPFV operators and their clients, urchin divers, spot prawn 
trappers, hook-and-line nearshore fishermen and pelagic wetfish purse 
seine fishermen.   Lightly populated onshore; pristine watersheds, 
significant distance from nearest harbor.  Excellent location for marine 
research 

f. Small-boat recreational access from Gaviota Pier 
g. Good area for eco-tourism 
h. Cross interest support—This geography or a similar geography exists in all 

three proposals under RSG consideration, This MPA design resulted from 
extensive cross-interest negotiations.  Consensus on this geography and a 
“paired” geography at Coal Oil Point (UCSB) is predicated on the 
assumption that there will be no other open-ocean coastal reserves up-coast 
of the Point Dume area. 

 
4.     Compliance with SAT Guidelines  

 
a. Meets SAT size guidelines 
b. Meets  SAT guidelines to capture replicates for the following key habitats: 

 Beaches 
 Rocky intertidal  
 Hard bottom 30-100 meters   
 Rocky shallow reef 0-30 meter hard bottom proxy 
 Persistent kelp  
 Shallow soft bottom 0-30 meters 
 Soft bottom 30-100 meters  
 Soft bottom 100-200 meters  
 Total soft bottom habitat 
 Surf grass 

c. Does not meet SAT habitat replication guidelines for: 
 Soft bottom 200-3,000 meters Insufficient depth in this region of state 

waters to meet this guideline.  Closest coastal habitat for this replicate 
is 75 mile miles down-coast at Hueneme Canyon.   

 Hard bottom 100-3,000 meters Marinemap habitat data under 
represents this bottom type in this depth range for this array.  Ecotrust 
commercial spot prawn trap data, as indicated on Marinemap, 
however, is a direct proxy for this habitat, and as such demonstrates 
compliance with SAT guidelines.   

 
5. Other Regulated Activities 

a. This SMR is not intended to and will not regulate military activities. DFG and 
U.S. Department of Defense should coordinate regulatory language similar 
to Vandenberg SMR. 

b. The incidental take of fouling organisms associated with the normal cleaning 
and maintenance of mooring facilities or within this area is intended to be 
allowed. 
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Campus Point/Helo SMR 
 

1. Introduction  
 

This dynamic area located adjacent to the UCSB Marine Science Institute contains a 
wealth of key marine habitats, from one of the most persistent kelp beds to the second 
largest marine oil seep in the world.  Having served as an intensive research site 
for UCSB, its large reef structures provide an excellent analog for comparative 
study of the non-reserve area at Naples Reef.  Adjacent to a large student 
population, this SMR contains numerous access points for recreational activities 
including kayaking, surfing, bird watching, snorkeling and diving.  In addition, beach 
access sites adjacent to this reserve provide opportunities for consumptive uses.  
 
The product of cross-interest support, this backbone reserve is designed to network 
with the up-coast Point Conception/Humqaq reserve and the down-coast Point Dume 
reserve.  
 
Socio-economic impacts of this reserve are significant, though it captures several key 
habitats.  Backbone reserves like this, combined with existing reserves at the northern 
Channel Islands, represent the limit of acceptable concessions regional consumptive 
interests can “live with.”   
 

 
2. Essential Facts: Campus Point SMR 

765



 10 

 
a. Type of MPA: State Marine Reserve (SMR—all take prohibited) 
b. Boundaries (per DFG feasibility guidelines): 

 Western Boundary: 119º 53.6” West  
 Eastern Boundary:  119º 50.7” West (running due south from Campus 

Point) 
 Northern Boundary: Mean high tide line between eastern and western 

boundaries. 
 Southern Boundary: Offshore boundary of state waters. 

c. Miles of Coverage: 
 3.1 miles of shoreline. 
  10.1 square miles  

d. Habitats/Features (SAT Replication Guidelines): 
 Oil seeps and asphaltum structure 
 Shoreline soft bottom 
 Soft bottom (100-200 meters)  
 Deepwater habitat (>100 meters)  
 Medium-depth habitat (30-100 meters), hard and soft bottom habitat, 

including rocky reefs 
 Shallow-water habitat (<30 meters) 
 Contains replicate for soft 30 meter proxy 
 Extensive, persistent kelp beds 
 Estuarine outflows 
 Home to significant harbor seal and sea lion populations 
 Migratory route of California Gray Whale 
 Migratory route for steelhead through Goleta Slough to San Jose Creek 
 Rock and sandy-beach coastlines 
 Offshore rocky pinnacle 
 Archeological resources 
 Windward and leeward shores 
 Surf grass beds 
 Pismo clam bed 
 Adjacent to snowy plover nesting site 
 Connectivity to Coal Oil Point Slough 
 Micro-current convergence zone (localized upwelling) 
 White seabass nursery area (per Dr. Larry Allen) 

 
3. Site Rationale 
 

a. Backbone MPA site 
b. Plays important role in larval connectivity and ecological function of 

statewide and regional MPA networks 
c. High conservation value; protects broad range of marine and cultural 

resources 
d. Meets broad range of MLPA goals and objectives 

766



 11 

e. Achieves balance between conservation and socio-economic impacts 
 NOTE: This high-value reserve, with significant conservation benefits 

and enhanced research opportunities comes with a high socio-
economic cost.   Adversely affected are commercial lobster fishermen, 
urchin fishermen, CPFV operators and their clients, private-vessel 
fishermen, crab fishermen, kelp harvesters and consumptive 
recreational divers.   

f. Small-boat recreational access from Goleta Pier and Santa Barbara Harbor  
g. Good area for eco-tourism 
h. Cross interest support—This geography or a similar geography exists in all 

three proposals under RSG consideration, This MPA design resulted from 
extensive cross-interest negotiations.  Consensus on this geography and a 
“paired” geography at Point Conception is predicated on the assumption that 
there will be no other open-ocean coastal reserves up-coast of the Point 
Dume area. 

 
4. Compliance with SAT Guidelines  

a. Meets SAT size guidelines 
b. Meets  SAT guidelines to capture replicates for the following key habitats:  

 Beaches 
 Rocky intertidal  
 Rocky shallow reef 0-30 meters hard bottom proxy 
 Persistent kelp  
 Shallow soft bottom 0-30 meter  
 Soft bottom 30-100 meter  
 Soft bottom 100-200 meter  
 Total soft bottom habitat 
 Surf grass 

c. Misses SAT thresholds to capture the following: 
 Spacing The distance from this SMR to the up-coast Point Conception 

SMR is 33.6 miles, compliant with SAT guidelines.  The distance from 
this reserve to the down-coat Point Dume reserve is 64.5 miles, non-
compliant with SAT spacing guidelines by only 2.5 miles.   This 
relatively minor shortfall presents no appreciable impact to the reserve 
network.  Placing a meaningful reserve with significant conservation 
values between Campus Point and Point Dume, however, would create 
untenable adverse socio-economic hardships.   

 Hard bottom 30-100 meter This habitat exists in amounts exceeding 
those represented by Marinemap data and best readily available 
science.  Personal communication and at-sea sampling of ocean 
habitat in the Campus Point SMR area by fishermen (logged anecdotal 
data) have thoroughly mapped and defined its bottom substrate.  
These empirical observations and accumulated knowledge indicate that 
the proposed Campus Point SMR meets SAT guidelines for this bottom 
type, and Marinemap data falls short of thoroughly documenting these 
features.   
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 Soft bottom 200-3,000 meters Insufficient depth in this region of state 
waters to meet this guideline; closest coastal habitat for this replicate is 
42 mile miles down-coast at Hueneme Canyon.  

 Hard bottom 100-3,000 meter Marinemap habitat data under 
represents this bottom type in this depth range for this array.  Ecotrust 
commercial spot prawn trap data, as indicated on Marinemap, 
however, is a direct proxy for this habitat, and as such demonstrates 
compliance with SAT guidelines.   

 
5. Other Regulated or Allowed Activities: 

 
a. Incidental take related to the normal maintenance and cleaning of marine 

fouling organisms from, or normal operation of any included existing 
hydrocarbon mining infrastructure as currently placed (2009). 
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Proposal and Rationale for Changing Goleta Slough State Marine Park to 
Goleta Slough State Marine Reserve 

 
 

Description of existing Goleta State Marine Park:  
 

Located at the terminus of the Goleta Valley watershed, the boundaries of the Goleta 
Slough SMP are the extent of estuary waters that lie within state waters.  The inland 
boundaries are where the mean high tide line borders the following landmarks:  The 
Atascadero Creek Rock Groin, the south end of the San Jose Creek Cement Flood 
Control Channel, the La Patera Creek/Fairview Avenue Bridge, and the Glen Annie 
Creek/Hollister Avenue Bridge.  This SMR does not extend into the ocean beyond the 
intertidal zone.   

 
Rationale for Change from State Marine Park to State Marine Reserve: 
 

Per direction of the MLPA to review and then remove, retain or modify existing Marine 
Protected Areas (MPAs), it is recommended that the Goleta Slough State Marine Park 
be changed to Goleta Slough State Marine Reserve.  The change from SMP to SMR 
will provide a more appropriate designation, given the desired level of protection.  

 
The proposed Goleta Slough SMR is home to a persistent run of endangered 
steelhead trout, primarily up San Jose Creek.  Its brackish, intertidal zone teems with a 
diverse assemblage of mollusks, crabs, grunion, tidewater gobies, and sticklebacks.  
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Non-native mullet are observed along with major seabird feeding and nesting areas.  
An effort to remove and replace non-native plants along its banks is ongoing.   

 
There is an intent to allow activities as required under other law, wetland restoration 
activities, maintenance of adequate water circulation, required maintenance of existing 
infrastructure including bridges and pipelines, express intention for support of the 
issuance of permits as required to allow limited collecting for the purposes of 
education and research, express intent for the issuance of permits required to conduct 
small scale experimental manipulation for the purpose of scientific research, express 
intent not to increase the level of risk of liability otherwise inherent to the operation of 
the encircled Santa Barbara Airport facility or Goleta Sanitary District POTW.  
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Mugu Lagoon 

Proposed: State Marine Recreational Management Area 
 

Recommendation for Designation Rescinded by Group 2  
(see item 4)  

 
1. Introduction 

 
The Mugu Lagoon is a known harbor seal rookery and haulout area, replicates of 
which are infrequent along the mainland coast.   One of a limited number of estuarine 
habitats in the study area,the Lagoon serves as a nursery area for fish taken by 
recreational and commercial interests.  Unmapped eelgrass beds occur here.  The 
Lagoon also supports high seabird diversity and is a recognized “stopover” and rest 
site for migratory waterfowl.  A SMRMA designation for Mugu Lagoon would provide a 
mechanism to promote inter-governmental monitoring and remediation efforts to 
restore this habitat, currently considered a contaminated site.   

 
2. Level of Protection 

 
No take allowed, except for waterfowl hunting under DFG regulation 

 
3. Boundary Description: 

 
Includes whole estuary, as indicated in Marinemap.  

 Western Boundary: To be described at discretion of DFG, to match 
Marinemap shape to the greatest extent practicable 

 Eastern Boundary: To be described at discretion of DFG, to match 
Marinemap shape to the greatest extent practicable 

 Northern Boundary: Highway 1 bridge.   
 Southern Boundary: Southern terminus of Inland State Waters, as 

defined in Title 14  
 

4. The Department of Defense does not formally oppose, but highly recommends 
avoiding designation of the Mugu Lagoon as a MPA for the following reasons: 
o Mugu Lagoon is already closed to fishing and will continue to remain closed for the 

long-term.  
o The closure is necessary because sediment in the lagoon is contaminated with 

pesticides and herbicides, including DDT from upstream. 
o Multiple agencies are party to the closure under the CERCLA Action Memorandum 

Agreement dated 1997. 
o An MPA would not add to this protection of the Mugu Lagoon.  Management of this 

area would be best attained under the current group of agencies. 
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Point Dume SMCA 
 

1. Introduction  
 

This high-level protection SMCA is a pivotal geography within the region’s MPA 
network.  It is positioned to capture and protect a majority of key habitats defined by 
the Science Advisory Team (SAT).  The Point Dume area is a backbone MPA element 
in all cross-interest RSG proposals.  As a major headland with a deep submarine 
canyon component, the biodiversity of this MPA is top-tier with high conservation 
potential.  The shape defined here represents some of the most difficult trade-offs 
among user groups in the study region.   
 

2. Essential Facts: Point Dume SMCA 
 

a. Type of MPA: State Marine Conservation Area (SMCA) 
  

b. Boundaries: (per DFG feasibility guidelines): 
 Western Boundary: Due south from a point east of El Pescador State 

Beach parking lot on the longitude line 118º 53.5 Minutes West 
extending from mainland to state boundary three miles offshore. 

  Eastern Boundary: Due south on the longitude line 118º 48.6 minutes 
West.  This north/south delineation commences at the eastern most 
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permanent brick restroom on the beach and extends three nautical 
miles offshore from the mean high tide line. 

 Northern Boundary: Mean high tide line between eastern and western 
boundaries.  

 Southern Boundary: Offshore boundary of state waters.   
c. Miles of Coverage: 

 5.5 miles of shoreline. 
  20 square miles  

d. Habitats/Features (SAT Replication Guidelines): 
 Deep canyon soft and hard bottom habitat ( >100 meters)  
 Medium-depth habitat (30-100 meters), including a large area of soft 

bottom with small sections of rocky reef in the canyon 
 Large area of sandy beach and soft shallow-water habitat (<30 meters) 
 Extensive, persistent kelp beds 
 Rocky inter-tidal, and rocky reef habitat 
 Surf grass beds 
 One of a limited number of canyon upwelling zones in southern region    

e. Generally allowed takes for Point Dume SMCA: 
 Pelagic finfish  Spearfishing  recreational  
 Pacific bonito  Spearfishing  recreational  
 Pacific bonito  Pelagic seine  commercial  
 White seabass  Spearfishing  recreational  
 Coastal pelagic finfish  Pelagic seine  commercial  
 Coastal pelagic finfish  Dip net   commercial  
 Coastal pelagic finfish  Dip net   recreational  
 Jumbo squid  Hook and line  recreational  
 Jumbo squid  Hook and line  commercial  
 Market squid  Pelagic seine  commercial  
 Market squid  Dip net   recreational  
 Market squid  Dip net   commercial  
 Swordfish  Harpoon  commercial 

 
3. Site Rationale 
 

a. Backbone MPA site 
b. Plays important role in larval connectivity and ecological function of 

statewide and regional MPA networks 
c. High conservation value; protects broad range of marine resources 
d. Submarine canyon region is a significant aggregation area for pelagics such 

as white seabass, swordfish, thresher shark, squid, striped marlin and white 
sharks 

e. Meets broad range of MLPA goals and objectives (see Marine Map) 
f. Achieves MLPA conservation requirements while limiting, to the extent 

possible, negative socio-economic impacts to commercial and recreational 
consumptive interests.   
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 NOTE: With canyon upwelling near soft bottom habitat continuing into 
rocky reef with kelp beds, this area features substantial conservation 
benefit.  However, negative socio-economic impact to marine users is 
considerable, especially lobster fishermen, CPFV operators out of 
Channel Island Harbor and their clients, urchin divers, and hook-and-
line halibut fishermen.  Plentiful public parking also makes this a 
valuable place for shore-based divers and anglers. Therefore leaving 
an open (non-MPA) area on the east end of the beach for consumptive 
beach access is important.  The MPA, meanwhile, allows pelagic 
wetfish purse seine fishermen to continue harvesting due to the high 
LOP assigned that activity and the impact removing that access would 
have. 

g. Over 2,000 parking spaces provide access from Zuma Beach 
h. Cross interest support—A geography at Point Dume exists in the other two 

proposals under RSG consideration.  This MPA design resulted from 
negotiations among several user groups.  Due to safety issues--protection 
from wind and weather for small boaters, kayakers, and divers--plus access 
from Marina del Rey and the CPFV landing on the Malibu Pier, the west side 
of Point Dume was chosen for placement of this MPA.  The maximum gap 
for many habitats exits between this MPA and the Coal Oil Point MPA. 

 NOTE: Suitable, sufficient habitat replicates do not exist in close 
enough proximity to this MPA to warrant creating another to shorten 
this gap. 

 
4. Compliance with SAT Guidelines  

 
a. Meets SAT size guidelines 
b. Meets  SAT guidelines to capture replicates for the following key habitats: 

 Beaches 
 Rocky intertidal  
 Rocky shallow reef 0-30 meter hard bottom proxy 
 Hard bottom 100-3,000 meters   
 Persistent kelp and Maximum kelp 
 Shallow soft bottom 0-30 meters soft bottom proxy 
 Soft bottom 30-100 meters  
 Soft bottom 100-200 meters 
 Soft bottom 200-3,000 meters  
 Total soft bottom habitat 
 Surf grass 

c. Does not meet SAT habitat replication guidelines for: 
 Hard bottom 30-100 meters: Marinemap does not indicate sufficient 

rock habitat at this depth to meet this guideline.  Closest coastal habitat 
for this replicate is 30 miles down-coast at Rocky Point in the South 
Mainland sub-bioregion.  DEFICIANCY OF THAT HABITAT 
EVERYWHERE;  However, local knowledge does suggest the 
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existence of sufficient amounts of that habitat within the proposal at the 
head of Pt. Dume sub-marine canyon. 

d. Water Quality 
 Large area of Mugu Lagoon to Latigo Point is designated Area of 

Special Biological Significance.   
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Point Vicente SMR, Abalone Cove SMCA cluster 
 

1. Introduction  
 

Located at the only true headland (Palos Verdes Peninsula--ref. SAT definition) within 
the Southern Biogeographical Region (ref. Draft Master Plan) and the South Coast 
Study region, this Point Vincente SMR/Abalone Cove SMCA cluster captures all but 3 
key habitats across a broad range of depths. It provides a high level of protection, at 
larger than preferred size (19.85 sq. statute miles) and solves the complex puzzle of 
accomplishing all of this within the most highly populated coastal county in all of 
California, while being mindful of the likelihood of extreme negative socioeconomic 
impacts to the surrounding ports, communities and coastal dependent entities. 
 

2. Essential Facts: Point Vicente SMR, Abalone Cove SMCA cluster 
 

a. Type of MPA: State Marine Reserve (SMR—all take prohibited) 
 Note:. Intent to permit monitoring and sampling activities required 

under other regulatory authority. 
b. Boundaries: (Pt. Vicente SMR): 

 West Boundary: Latitude line is 33º 44.6 Minutes North 
 East Boundary: 118º 23.8 W Minutes West 
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 North Boundary: Mean High Tide line between east and west 
boundaries 

 South Boundary: State water line between e3ast and west boundaries.   
c. Boundaries: (Abalone Cove SMCA): 

 West Boundary: Longitude line is 118º 23.8 Minutes West (Long Point)  
 East Boundary: Longitude line is 118º 22.5 Minutes West (Portuguese 

Point) 
 North Boundary: Mean High Tide line between east and west 

boundaries 
 South Boundary: State water line between east and west boundaries 

d. Combined Miles of Coverage at a high level of protection (SAT): 
  3.22 miles of shoreline. 
  19.85 square miles  

e. Habitats/Features (SAT Replication Guidelines): 
 Soft 100 - 200m 1.61 sq miles 
 Soft 200 - 3000m 14.56 sq miles 
 Surfgrass 2.53 miles 
 Soft 30 - 100m 2.25 sq miles 
 Soft All Depths 19.33 sq miles 
 Hard 30 - 100m 0.03 sq miles 
 Hard 100 - 3000m 0.03 sq miles 
 Hard 30m Proxy 1.28 miles 
 Kelp Persistence 0.21 miles 
 Soft 30m Proxy 1.57 miles 
 Rocky Shores 1.08 miles 
 Beaches 2.14 miles 

f. Generally allowed takes for Abalone Cove SMCA portion: 
 Pelagic finfish  Spearfishing  recreational  
 Pacific bonito  Spearfishing  recreational  
 Pacific bonito  Pelagic seine  commercial  
 White seabass  Spearfishing  recreational  
 Coastal pelagic finfish  Pelagic seine  commercial  
 Coastal pelagic finfish  Dip net   commercial  
 Coastal pelagic finfish  Dip net   recreational  
 Jumbo squid  Hook and line  recreational  
 Jumbo squid  Hook and line  commercial  
 Market squid  Pelagic seine  commercial  
 Market squid  Dip net   recreational  
 Market squid  Dip net   commercial  
 Swordfish  Harpoon  commercial 

 
2. Site Rationale 
 

a. Backbone MPA site 
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b. Plays important role in larval connectivity and ecological function of 
statewide and regional MPA networks 

c. High conservation value; protects broad range of marine resources 
d. Meets broad range of MLPA goals and objectives 
e. Reduced carbon footprint: Leaves accessible much of North Palos Verdes 

Peninsula to all traditional usages, including fishing. The bulk of comparable 
alternative fishing areas are more than twice as far from the local harbors 
that depend on this access. Although it is conceivable that overall fishing 
effort would be reduced instead, this is not the intended purpose of the Act. 

f. From Pt. Vicente going south-east is a unique geographical region on the 
Palos Verdes peninsula that contains the highest water salinities and lowest 
water temperatures.  Strong seasonal upwelling events occur in the late 
winter through the spring. Upwelling events lead to surface waters that are 
very close to 100% saturated with oxygen in the late spring this pattern 
continues through the late summer.  Abundant phytoplankton blooms 
energize the food chain and provide the substrate for MPA biomass 
success. 

g. Including Old Marine Land (long point) in the SMCA allows for the 
development of eco-tourism as this area.  Long Point with its newly 
developed costal access can become a primer dive and kayak destination.  
Local community dive clubs that are primarily non consumptive, access this 
dive site on a regular basis already (in fact it has been nicknamed the 
Sunday morning service dive by the Dive Vets Scuba Club which dive this 
site every Sunday morning at 7AM) 

h. There is ongoing mitigation work in this area aimed at restoring kelp habitat. 
Thus kelp habitat abundance is likely to increase. This MPA may benefit 
from improved habitat quality within it as this project continues and matures. 

i. The persistently colder waters of south central PV supports MPA placement 
as this area may become one of special biological significance in 
generations to come due to climate change and ocean warming. 

j. The south exposure and weather lee from Catalina Island offer unique 
protection for the vast majority of this MPA cluster. The unique geographical 
region is thus protected from the strong winter swell and storm patterns that 
dramatically reduce kelp forest growth in the northerly exposed areas of PV 
above Pt Vicente. 

k. This Area of the Palos Verdes Peninsula is less exposed to the 
sedimentation and water quality issues that plague the Santa Monica Bay 
(including toxic red tidal blooms the result of organic loading from urban 
runoff which dramatically reduce light penetration for deep kelp growth and 
kill off large breading reef fish.  Heavy metal urban runoff i.e. copper from 
brake pads also directly interferes with fish reproduction). These factors 
have been linked to the drastic 45% reduction in kelp over the last century 
within the Santa Monica bay. 

l. Cross interest outreach with the Los Angeles County Sanitation District in 
allowing adequate distance from the Whites Point outfall. 

778



 23 

m. Meets SAT recommendations for avoiding areas identified as problematic 
due to the Portuguese bend landslide and the EPA superfund site. 

n. Human health risks are avoided by limiting consumption of demersal 
species identified to contain residual chemicals in this area. Conversely, 
placing any MPA in the area between Redondo and Point Vicente would 
displace a significant number of fishermen and concentrate fishing in 
remaining open areas where fish may contain unhealthy levels of residual 
chemicals (e.g White Point area). 

o. Rocky inter-tidal and shallow rock habitats and caves provide shelter for 
many species. The area is also likely to contain unique hydrothermal vents 
and hydrocarbon seep habitats within it. 

p. San Pedro’s traditional [small-vessel] seine fleet and its associated markets 
depend on the Abalone Cove area extensively, therefore this high LOP 
activity will continue to be allowed there. 

q. Enjoys cross interest support with the City of Redondo Beach and 
adherence to National Standard # 8  of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery 
Conservation and Management Act with respect to the consideration of 
negative socio-economic impacts of regulation on local communities. 

 
3. Compliance with SAT Guidelines  (Re: Goals 1,2,6) 

 
a. Meets SAT size guidelines at the “preferred” size level 
b. Meets  SAT guidelines to capture replicates for the following key habitats: 

 Soft 200-3000m 
 Surfgrass 
 Soft 30-100m 
 Soft All Depths 
 Hard 30m Proxy 
 Soft 30m Proxy 
 Rocky Shores 
 Beaches 
 Maximum Kelp 

 
c. Does not meet SAT habitat replication guidelines for: 

 Hard 30-100m (Replicates of this habitat type are rare in our data. 
Although there is one of very few nearby, capturing it within a feasibly 
enforceable MPA showed to cause untenable negative socio-economic 
impacts for the local community) 

 Hard bottom 100-3,000 meters (Replicates of this habitat type are 
extremely rare within in our data. Although there is one of very few 
nearby, capturing it within a feasibly enforceable MPA proved to 
include areas of seafloor sediment that are the most contaminated in 
the world) 

 Persistent Kelp Proxy (SAT guidance threshold met for kelp habitat 
under the Maximum Kelp parameter) 
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4. Additional values: 
 

a. The Point Vicente Interpretive Center and museum is a famous spot for 
observing migrating whales from shore looking south, due in part to its high 
elevation. This area has all the right conditions to attract large whale 
species: steep, deep drop-off coupled with robust upwelling. 

b. Additionally, there is interpretive signage the California Coastal National 
Monument has placed on an east facing overlook at the Center, describing 
the ecological importance of the exposed offshore rocks there, which are 
under federal jurisdiction above mean high tide. 
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Bolsa Chica SMCA 
 

1. Introduction  
 

This recently restored wetland offers limited recreational fishing opportunities while 
protecting nursery habitats for several fish species such as halibut, and sand bass. 
Monitoring programs are in place due to restoration activities that recently concluded. 
Although currently designated as a State Marine Park, there is pre-existing wetlands 
management under California Department of Fish and Game authority as the Bolsa 
Chica Ecological Reserve. The Bolsa Chica Ecological Reserve is a nature reserve in 
the city of Huntington Beach, California. It is designated by the California Department 
of Fish and Game to protect a coastal wetland, with its resident threatened and 
endangered species. "Bolsa Chica" means "little pocket" in Spanish, as the area was 
part of a historic Mexican land grant named Rancho La Bolsa Chica (Bolsa Chica 
wiki). As with much of what little remains of California’s native wetland habitats, this 
area was spared early development pressures by virtue of recreational water fowlers 
having defended it. This area was owned and staunchly defended from encroaching oil 
development by the Bolsa Chica Gun Club from 1899 to 1960. It was then acquired by 
Signal Landmark, with an eye for developing housing in this area. The League of 
Women Voters then played a critical role in advocating its preservation. In 1976 the 
NGO Amigos de Bolsa Chica was formed by constituents of the League of Women 
Voters, with a goal of preserving this wetland area for its intrinsic value. New progress 
was recently made through the construction and opening of a $100 million bridge 
overpass to allow an inlet from the Pacific Ocean to be built and opened to the 
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wetlands, allowing for the first time in over 100 years, the ocean waters to enter the 
wetlands located on the east side of Pacific Coast Highway. With the hopes of 
refreshing and restoring an integral and significant habitat key to this Pacific flyway 
stopover for endangered birds, the experiment was financed by the ports of Los 
Angeles and Long Beach, in trade for expansion and acquisition of additional coastal 
land for port use (Huntington Beach website). 

 
2. Essential Facts: Bolsa Chica SMCA 
 

a. Type of MPA: State Marine Conservation Area (SMCA) 
 

b. Boundaries: (per DFG feasibility guidelines): 
 Waters below mean high tide line within the Bolsa Chica Ecological 

Reserve. The intent is for this MPA to cover the entire Bolsa Chica 
estuary (though this was not initially possible in MarineMap)   

 
c. Miles of Coverage: 

  .72 square miles  
d. Generally allowed takes 

 Shore fishing (any target)    Hook and line    recreational 
 
e. Habitats/Features (SAT habiats): 

 Hardened Shores 0.85 miles 
 Estuary 0.72 sq miles 

 
3. Site Rationale 
 

a. Continues and enhances current protection of estuarine habitats already 
largely under protection as the Bolsa Chica Ecological Reserve. 

b. Changes designation of and primary responsibility for this area from State 
Park authority to the Department of Fish and Game where it is more 
appropriate. 

c. This site has at least three patron non-governmental organizations. One is 
the The Bolsa Chica Conservancy, a non-profit, non-political organization 
whose mission is to advocate the restoration and preservation of the Bolsa 
Chica Wetlands through public outreach, participation, education and 
leadership. It is self described as a coalition of responsible community 
leaders from science, business, education, and government (BCC). Others 
include Amigos de Bolsa Chica and the Bolsa Chica Land Trust. 

d. This area offers some limited recreational shore fishing opportunity in 
designated areas, which would continue. 

e. It addresses the following goals of the Marine Life Protection Act:: 

 Goal 2 
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To help sustain, conserve, and protect marine life populations, including 
those of economic value, and rebuild those that are depleted.  

o Objective 4 

Protect selected species and the habitats on which they depend while 
allowing: some commercial and/or recreational harvest of migratory, 
highly mobile, or other species; and other activities. 

 Goal 3 

To improve recreational, educational, and study opportunities provided by 
marine ecosystems that are subject to minimal human disturbances, and to 
manage these uses in a manner consistent with protecting biodiversity.  

o Objective 2 

Provide opportunities for scientifically valid studies, including studies 
on MPA effectiveness and other research that benefits from areas 
with minimal or restricted human disturbance. 

o Objective 3 

Provide opportunities for collaborative scientific monitoring and 
research projects that evaluate MPAs that promote adaptive 
management and link with fisheries management, seabird and 
mammals information needs, classroom science curricula, 
cooperative fisheries research and volunteer efforts, and identifies 
participants. 

 Goal 4 

To protect marine natural heritage, including protection of representative 
and unique marine life habitats in south coast California waters, for their 
intrinsic value.  

o Objective 1 

Include within MPAs key and unique habitats identified by the MLPA 
Master Plan Science Advisory Team for this study region. 

 Goal 5 

To ensure that south coast California’s MPAs have clearly defined 
objectives, effective management measures, and adequate enforcement, 
and are based on sound scientific guidelines.  
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o Objective 1 

Minimize negative socio-economic impacts and optimize positive 
socio-economic impacts for all users including coastal dependent 
entities, communities and interests, to the extent possible, and if 
consistent with the Marine Life Protection Act and its goals and 
guidelines. 

o Objective 3 

Effectively use scientific guidelines in the California Marine Life 
Protection Act Master Plan for Marine Protected Areas. 

o Objective 4 

Ensure public understanding of, compliance with, and stakeholder 
support for MPA boundaries and regulations. 

o Objective 5 

Include simple, clear, and focused site-specific objectives/rationales 
for each MPA and ensure that site-level rationales for each MPA are 
linked to one or more regional objectives. 

 
4. Compliance with SAT Guidelines  

a. Confers protection of estuarine habitat in the South Coastal Bioregion of the 
Southern California Biogeographic region. 

 
5. Other Regulated Activities 

a. Boating, swimming, wading, and diving are prohibited. Entry times and 
accessible areas are controlled by the managing entity. Limited 
management activities are consistent with current regulations. Extractive 
activities are limited to designated areas around outer Bolsa Bay. 

b. This estuary has undergone extensive and continuing remediation. These 
activities should be allowed to continue with appropriate permitting. 
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Upper Newport Bay SMCA 

 
1. Introduction  
 

This wetland currently under restoration/dredging activities offers limited recreational 
fishing opportunities while protecting nursery habitats for several fish species such as 
halibut, and sand bass. Monitoring programs are in place due to restoration activities 
that are ongoing. It supports a variety of resident and transient wildlife, some species 
of which have been identified as in need of special protections. It is the site of the 
Upper Newport Bay Ecological Reserve and is supported by a patron organization of 
volunteers. The Newport Bay Naturalists and Friends (NBNF) is an organization 
composed of more than 2,000 members dedicated to protecting and restoring Upper 
Newport Bay's native habitat. Upper Newport Bay is one of the largest remaining 
saltwater marshes in Southern California. It is a major stopping place along the Pacific 
flyway and hosts as many as 30,000 birds of 200 species. In 1992, more than 70 
percent of the nation's remaining light-footed clapper rail population occurred and bred 
in this estuary. 
 

2. Essential Facts: Upper Newport Bay SMCA 
a. Estuarine habitat replicate within the South Coastal Bioregion  
b. Generally allowed takes 

 Shore fishing  Hook and line recreational  
 Finfish  Hook and line  recreational 

c. Boundaries: 
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 Seaward boundary extends to the Pacific Coast Highway. The inland 
boundary extends to Jamboree Road. 

 
2. Site Rationale 

a. Has strong local support 
b. Provides protection from fishing impacts, most notably those that alter 

habitat, such as the harvest of invertebrate species. 
c. Provides continued limited recreational fishing opportunity, for example local 

fishing clubs sponsor kids fishing events here. 
d. Provides a focus for continued conservation efforts, education and outreach. 
e. Has evolved supporting infrastructure and an interpretive center. 
f. This wetland currently under restoration/dredging activities offers limited 

recreational fishing opportunities while protecting nursery habitats for 
several fish species such as halibut, and sand bass. Monitoring programs 
are in place due to restoration activities that are ongoing. 

 
 

3. Compliance with SAT Guidelines  
a. Offers protection to 1.284 sqmi of estuarine habitat, meeting guideline 

thresholds for this habitat type. 
 
4. Design Considerations 

a. This wetland currently under restoration/dredging activities and as such it is 
the express intent of the proposers that such activity be permitted to 
continue as allowed under other regulatory authority. 

b. Limited low impact take as allowed under DFG permitting for educational 
and research activities to be supported.  

c. Attempted to include the marsh area on the south end of Shellmaker Island 
and all water inland from that point, excluding the area that goes under 
Jamboree road. The area intends to protect the south end of Shellmaker 
Island to North Star Beach at (33 degrees 37.380 minutes) 

d. Due to the comments made in State Parks guidance document, this area 
designation has been changed to an SMCA. Local resources manage and 
enforce regulations in this MPA area. 

e. Restrictions exist regarding: swimming areas, boat speed, shoreline access 
and access fees. These are intended to continue. 

f. Intended to allow routine maintenance, dredging, monitoring, research and 
education, and habitat restoration to continue. 
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Laguna North SMCA 
 

1. Introduction  
 
This is strictly a goal 3 MPA emphasizing inter-tidal/tide pool protection with monitoring 
and enforcement provided by local agencies and government officials. Please see 
www.ocmarineprotection.org for information about the goals of Orange County inter-tidal 
protection areas. Intent is to have an SMCA that covers the State lands commission lease 
and accommodate Parks services request to move beyond 1000feet offshore, as advised 
by DFG. Protects intertidal species. Take of species generally not associated with tide 
pool areas is to be permitted while providing tide pool specie protection. 
 

 
2. Essential Facts: Laguna North SMCA 
 

a. Type of MPA: State Marine Conservation Area 
 
b. Boundaries: (per DFG feasibility guidelines): 

 Approximates state parks land lease boundary along depth contour to 
simplify regulations. Straight lines connecting the following points 
North shoreline coord: 33.35.417 ; 117.52.229
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 North Offshore coord: 33.35.087; 117.52.577 
 South shoreline coord: 33.32.896 ; 117.48.387 
 South offshore coord:  33.32.572 ; 117.48.386  

 
c. Miles of Coverage: 

 Coastline-5.58 mi. 
 Area- 2.23 sqmi.  

 
d. Generally allowed takes 

 Sea cucumber  Diving   commercial  
 Lobster  Trap   commercial  
 Lobster  Hoop net  recreational  
 Lobster  Diving   recreational  
 Urchin  Diving   commercial  
 Rock crab  Trap   commercial  
 Rock crab  Hoop net  recreational  
 Finfish  Hook and line  recreational  
 Finfish  Hook and line  commercial  
 Finfish  Spearfishing  recreational 

 
 

e. Habitats/Features  
 Surfgrass 3.84 miles 
 Hard 30m Proxy 0.80 miles 
 Soft 30m Proxy 4.10 miles 
 Beaches 3.28 miles 
 Rocky Shores 2.30 miles 
 Kelp Maximum 0.08 miles 
 Unknown 0 - 30m 0.60 sq miles 
 Soft 30 - 100m 0.31 sq miles 
 Soft All Depths 1.46 sq miles 
 Hard 30 - 100m 0.02 sq miles 

 
3.   Site Rationale 

 
a. Helps sustain, conserve, and protect marine life populations. 
b. Improves recreational, educational, and study opportunities provided by 

marine ecosystems that are subject to minimal human disturbance, and to 
manage these uses in a manner consistent with protecting biodiversity. 

c. Protects marine natural heritage, including protection of representative and 
unique marine life habitats in California waters for their intrinsic value. 

d. Helps ensure that California's MPAs have clearly defined objectives, 
effective management measures, and adequate enforcement. 
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4.  Provenance and Design Considerations 
 

a. Modified the existing boundaries of Crystal Cove SMCA and simplified take 
regulations. Very important as a goal 3 MPA as local educational programs 
and enforcement efforts maintain this area. Boundaries have been created 
following feasibility guidelines of recognizable points and offshore whole 
minute lat/long corner connected by straight lines. Main goal is to preserve 
protection of inter-tidal species which local educational, recreational, and 
enforcement activities are based. Offshore distance is not a large concern 
due to allowed uses recreational and commercial take. Activities 
allowed/performed in the area are not inconsistent with recreational 
opportunities which are goals of State Parks. Local Docents, signage, 
education, literature and land based enforcement protect the area of 
terrestrial access in which species requiring protection exist. 

b. Trampling of inter-tidal species may be limited by local enforcement 
agencies. 

 
4. Other: This is a heritage MPA. It is established for the maintenance of public 

access to view and experience a high abundance of indigenous marine 
organisms within an easily accessible area. Recommendation that it must have 
a sponsor agency or group that provides the following: 

a. Seaward boundary markers (buoys) at no less than three to a mile.  
b. On shore markers at the shore-side boundaries and coastal access points 

with the prohibited takes that would otherwise be allowed, listed. 
c. Some measure of local enforcement, minimally a docent program of public 

outreach volunteers that provide information to the public and can report 
infractions to local law enforcement. This program should put at least one 
person in the area during most daylight hours. This area has a sponsor 
group that does this already. It is intended that a filled, dedicated full-time 
non-DFG local peace officer position will satisfy this requirement. 

d. This is a Goal 3 motivated heritage MPA that doesn't otherwise meet the 
feasibility guidelines well. 
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Laguna Beach SMR 

 
1. Introduction  
 

The Laguna SMR is part of this array’s backbone of MPA’s. This proposed MPA would 
protect the area from fishing, reef habitats will benefit and this is one of the most 
beautiful sections of the Orange County coast. In addition, this site choice reflects the 
core of the area that local residents commented they would like to see protections for. 
It has ample access for those who would like to visit and experience natural 
abundances of the species likely to benefit from such protections. It is designed to 
meet the SAT guidance for spacing and habitat replication guidelines for most key 
habitats. However, due to the rarity of certain habitats within the subregion some 
habitat guidelines are not met. One habitat that is short of being a “replicate,” is so by 
being short merely 4 % of the threshold value. Specifics are delineated under “habitat 
replication notes” below. 

 
This MPA represents major sacrifices by all consumptive users. The coastline distance 
between Newport and Dana harbors is comprised of only 12 miles, of that available 
coastline, over 3 miles of it is incorporated into this SMR (25% of the available coast). 
This MPA meets the minimum SAT guidelines, any additional area would present 
severe socioeconomic impacts for the area for recreational, commercial and local 
businesses. 
 

2. Essential Facts: Laguna Beach SMR 
 

a. Type of MPA: State Marine Reserve (SMR—all take prohibited) 
b. Boundaries: (per DFG feasibility guidelines): 

 Western Boundary: 117.48.4 W 
 Eastern Boundary: 117.46.6 W 
 Northern Boundary: Mean High Tide 
 Southern Boundary: Out to state waters 

c. Miles of Coverage: 
  2.58 miles of shoreline. 
   9.18 square miles  

d. Generally allowed takes 
 None, only as allowed under special permit. 

e. Habitats/Features (SAT Replication Guidelines): 
 Soft 100 - 200m 1.63 sq miles 
 Soft 200 - 3000m 4.37 sq miles 
 Surfgrass 1.71 miles 
 Soft 30 - 100m 2.14 sq miles 
 Soft All Depths 8.76 sq miles 
 Hard 100 - 3000m 0.01 sq miles 
 Hard 30m Proxy 1.24 miles 
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 Soft 30m Proxy 1.27 miles 
 Rocky Shores 0.98 miles 
 Beaches 1.60 miles 

 
 

3. Site Rationale 
 

a. Backbone MPA site 
b. Plays important role in larval connectivity and ecological function of 

statewide and regional MPA networks 
c. High conservation value; protects broad range of marine and cultural 

resources 
d. Strong local political will and support for targeting the Laguna Beach as a 

SMR site 
e. Meets broad range of MLPA goals and objectives 

i. Protects the natural diversity and abundance of marine life, and the 
structure, function, and integrity of marine ecosystems. 

ii. Helps sustain, conserve, and protect marine life populations, including 
those of economic value. 

iii. Improves recreational, educational, and study opportunities provided by 
marine ecosystems that are subject to minimal human disturbance, and 
to manage these uses in a manner consistent with protecting 
biodiversity. 

iv. Helps ensure that California's MPAs have clearly defined objectives, 
effective management measures, and adequate enforcement, and are 
based on sound scientific guidelines. 

v. Helps ensure that the state's MPAs are designed and managed, to the 
extent possible, as a network. 

f. Achieves balance between conservation and limiting socio-economic 
impacts 

g. Good area for eco-tourism 
h. Cross interest support—This geography or a similar geography exists in all 

three proposals under RSG consideration, This MPA design resulted from 
extensive cross-interest negotiations. Its bounds reflect the careful 
consideration of many competing issues. These include, habitat protection 
(foremost), water quality, in the way of the Aliso diffuser location, public 
access for all users, commercial harvest of lobsters that supplies local 
markets and restaurants, recreational fishing interests of many types and 
access for those who would visit this MPA because of the protections for 
critters it affords. 

 
4. Compliance with SAT Guidelines  

 
a. Meets SAT size guidelines 
b. Expressly or functionally meets SAT guidelines to capture replicates for the 

following key habitats: 
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 met Soft 100 - 200m 
 met Soft 200 - 3000m 
 met Surfgrass 
 met (at 96% level) Soft 30 - 100m 
 met Soft All Depths 
 met  (data gap) Hard 30m Proxy 
 met Soft 30m Proxy 
 met Rocky Shores 
 met Beaches 

 
5. Design Considerations 
 

a. This Laguna SMR is part of the backbone of MPA’s designed to meet the 
SAT dictates for spacing guidelines and most of the habitat replication 
guidelines.  However, due to the non-existence of certain habitats within the 
subregion, some habitat guidelines are not met (specifics are delineated in 
“Other Considerations”). 

b.  Intent is to support the permitting of all activities required under other 
regulatory authority that will or may result in a “take” of protected resources, 
expressly including those required for the continued maintenance and 
upgrade of existing facilities related to the Aliso waste water management 
facility. 

c. The design of this MPA represents a large compromise among fishing 
interests in the area and cannot be moved or expanded without major 
economic impacts to the adjacent harbors and local sport and commercial 
interests. Lobster fishermen are heavily impacted in this area by closing 
Pinnacles and Arches. In addition this MPA keeps areas of high recreational 
impact such as Salt Creek and Woods Cove open for local fishermen. 
However local access for shore based activities like beach fishing and 
spearfishing will be impacted. 

d. The Laguna area has high utilization by both the recreational and 
commercial sectors. Newport harbor is the home of (2) Sportfishing 
operations and Dana harbor is home to (1), which, in numbers of fishing 
passengers served, equals the volume of the (2) located in Newport harbor. 
Both harbors boast thousands of resident private boats/consumptive users, 
of which the highest percentage frequent the Laguna area as opposed to the 
areas west (north) of Newport harbor and/or east (south) of Dana harbor. 
The Newport Beach/Laguna Beach/Dana Point area provides access points 
for kayak, spear and shore fishermen. Both harbors are bases for 
commercial fishing to include lobster, crab, urchin, and some finfish trapping 
in addition to live bait operations. At times the coast of Laguna Beach is a 
prime, thriving area for the harvesting of market squid by commercial 
seiners. 

e. Last, the historic Newport harbor dory fleet fishes this area for its product 
(cod, sculpin, etc.) which is sold to tens of thousands of southern California 
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residents and visitors to the local area annually and has been for the past 80 
years. 

f. This MPA retains easy coastal access points south of Cress street open for 
all users while allowing those desiring non-consumptive use easy access 
above Cress Street; thus sharing available easy access between the 
multiple uses. 

 
6. Habitat Replication notes 

 
a. This area shows no kelp habitat; however do to two restoration projects by 

OC CoastKeeper (Nancy L Caruso)and by MBC (Mike Curtis) these two 
projects have restored kelp in the area. One of the projects restored kelp by 
relocating sea urchins (not allowed to be taken currently). These historic 
kelp beds were destroyed by El Nino, poor water quality and urchin grazing. 
Continuous monitoring of the beds will continue into the future. The linear 
miles covered by these restoration projects (currently exceeding the 
maximum kelp guideline) exceed the replication requirements. In addition, 
local knowledge of this area believes that the shallow rock proxy may be 
underestimated in this area. 

b. An independent scientific hydroacoustic survey was conducted to quantify 
kelp and hard bottom habitat in the near shore area of the proposed Laguna 
MPA. The results of the analysis showed an estimated 1.33 statute miles of 
kelp and 2.12 statute miles of hard bottom along the survey transects. This 
data was collected by Bio Sonics and submitted for consideration by the 
Science Advisory Team. This information confirms local knowledge of this 
area.  

c. This MPA misses soft 30-100 m habitat replication and spacing guidelines 
by an insignificant 0.1 statute square miles. The authors of this MPA request 
that the SAT evaluation acknowledge this small gap and count this habitat in 
evaluations. 

d. This MPA captures all key habitats except Soft 30-100 M (missed by 0.1), 
Hard 30-100 M, Hard 100-3000 M, Persistent Kelp, and Hard 30 M  Proxy 
(Data gap). 
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Laguna South SMCA 
 

1. Introduction  
 
2. This is strictly a goal 3 MPA emphasizing inter-tidal/tide pool protection with monitoring 

and enforcement provided by local agencies and government officials. Please see 
www.ocmarineprotection.org for information about the goals of Orange County inter-
tidal protection areas. Intent is to have an SMCA that extends 1000 feet offshore and 
protects intertidal species. Take of species generally not associated with tide pool 
areas is to be permitted while providing tide pool specie protection. 
 

3. Essential Facts: Laguna South SMCA 
 

a. Type of MPA: State Marine Conservation Area 
b. Boundaries: (per DFG feasibility guidelines): 

 Originating from the point along the Dana Point Harbor Breakwater 
where it first bends at approximately 33º 27.5’ N and 117º 42.3’ W 

 Thence directly offshore 1,000 feet 
 Thence upcoast along the 1,000 foot from MHT contour, generally 

trending Northwest ward to where this contour intersects with the 
Laguna SMR 

 Thence shoreward along that boundary to its landfall at MHT. 
 The area of interest for protection encompasses only the nearshore 

intertidal. This boundary is excessive for providing the intended 
protection from shore based “shore picking.” Thus the desired 
protections are amply provided for within the above described 
boundary. 

 
c. Miles of Coverage: 

  6.9 miles of shoreline. 
  1.43 square miles  

 
d. Generally allowed takes 

 Sea cucumber  Diving   commercial  
 Lobster  Trap   commercial  
 Lobster  Hoop net  recreational  
 Lobster  Diving   recreational  
 Urchin  Diving   commercial  
 Rock crab  Trap   commercial  
 Rock crab  Hoop net  recreational  
 Finfish  Hook and line  recreational  
 Finfish  Hook and line  commercial  
 Finfish  Spearfishing  recreational 
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e. Habitats/Features (no replication or network function value applicable for 
these): 

 
 Surfgrass 4.40 miles 
 Hard 30m Proxy 0.19 miles 
 Soft 30m Proxy 3.71 miles 
 Beaches 4.72 miles 
 Hardened Shores 0.32 miles 
 Rocky Shores 3.42 miles 
 Kelp Maximum 0.43 miles 
 Unknown 0 - 30m 0.75 sq miles 
 Soft All Depths 0.53 sq miles 

 
 
 

4. Site Rationale 
 
a. Meets the following  MLPA goals and objectives 

 Protects the natural diversity and abundance of marine life,  
 Helps sustain, conserve, and protect marine life populations,  
 Improves recreational, educational, and study opportunities provided by 

marine ecosystems that are subject to minimal human disturbance 
 Protects marine natural heritage. 
 Helps ensure that California's MPAs have clearly defined objectives, 

effective management measures, and adequate enforcement, and are 
based on sound scientific guidelines. 

 Achieves balance between conservation and limiting socio-economic 
impacts 

b. Good area for eco-tourism 
c. Cross interest support—This geography or a similar geography exists in all 

three proposals under RSG consideration, This MPA design resulted from 
extensive cross-interest negotiations.   

 
 

5. Compliance with SAT Guidelines  
 

a. SAT guidelines are not applicable to the primary purpose of this MPA 
 

6. Other: This is a heritage MPA. It is established for the maintenance of public 
access to view and experience a high abundance of indigenous marine 
organisms within an easily accessible area. Recommendation that it must have 
a sponsor agency or group that provides the following: 

a. 1) Seaward boundary markers (buoys) at no less than three to a mile.  
b. 2) On shore markers at the shore-side boundaries and coastal access points 

with the prohibited takes that would otherwise be allowed, listed. 
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c. 3) Some measure of local enforcement, minimally a docent program of 
public outreach volunteers that provide information to the public and can 
report infractions to local law enforcement. This program should put at least 
one person in the area during most daylight hours. This area has a sponsor 
group that does this already. It is intended that a filled, dedicated full-time 
non-DFG local peace officer position will satisfy this requirement. 

d. This is a Goal 3 motivated heritage MPA that doesn't otherwise meet the 
feasibility guidelines well. 
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Del Mar State Marine Reserve (SMR) 
 

1. Introduction:  
This valuable SMR provides an oceanic link between two important estuaries, San 
Dieguito lagoon and Los Penasquitos, and is designed to protect key unique habitats 
including deepwater rock structures, pinnacles, and underwater headland. Located within 
only 12 miles of the Sunset Cliffs SMR, the Del Mar SMR supports habitats not located in 
the southern Sunset Cliffs SMR, and provides larval connectivity between the two SMRs. 
Adjacent to the submerged La Jolla deepwater canyon, the Del Mar SMR contains 
nutrient rich, upwelling waters critical to the marine ecosystem.  
Beach replenishment and dredging, and lagoon restoration are important activities that 
should be allowed to continue. It is our intent to ensure that the City of Del Mar is able to 
continue beach replenishment and dredging activities in the same locations and 
periodicity that they have been for years. 
 
 
2. Essential Facts: Del Mar State Marine Reserve (SMR) 

a. Type of MPA: State Marine Reserve 
b. Level of Protection: Very High 
c. Boundaries: (per DFG feasibility guidelines) 

 Western: State waters boundary 
 Eastern:  Mean high tide line  
 Northern: 32° 58.6’ N (San Dieguito Lagoon mouth) 
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 Southern: 32° 55.5’ N  
 

d. Miles of Coverage: 
e. 3.6 miles of shoreline 
f. 12.8 square miles  
g. Habitats/Features: 

 Depth range: 0 – 330 m 
 Southern end of hard bottom 30-100m and 100-3000m  
 Shallow water habitat (<30 m) 
 Mid-depth habitat (30-100 m) 
 Deep water habitat (>100m) 
 Hard bottom 

1. <30m 
2. 30-100m 
3. 100-3000m 

 Soft bottom  
1. 30-100m  
2. 100-200m 
3. 200-300m 

 Surfgrass  
 Beaches 
 Deep water pinnacles 
 Key habitat values: 

1. habitat_name value units 
2. Surfgrass  1.16 miles 
3. Hard 30m Proxy 0.75 miles 
4. Soft 30m Proxy 2.89 miles 
5. Beaches  3.43 miles 
6. Hardened Shores 0.00 miles 
7. Rocky Shores 0.18 miles 
8. Kelp Persistence 0.00 miles 
9. Kelp Maximum 0.19 miles  
10. Soft 100 - 200m 2.22 sq miles 
11. Unknown 0 - 30m 0.13 sq miles 
12. Soft 200 - 3000m 1.51 sq miles 
13. Unknown > 30m 0.72 sq miles 
14. Soft 30 - 100m 3.93 sq miles 
15. Soft All Depths 11.29 sq miles 
16. Hard 30 - 100m 0.19+ sq miles (data gap exists) 
17. Hard 100 - 3000m 0.22 sq miles 

 
3. Site Rationale 

a. Backbone SMR Site 
b. Area abuts two important estuaries and ties together many habitats from 

shallow to deep.  
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c. Compared to other regions in study area, this is one of the only areas that 
incorporate the true oceanic 100 fathom curve with rock structures and 
pinnacles open to water flow from the open ocean.  

d. The SAT indicated that hard 30-100m substrate is rare within the south 
coast study region and difficult to capture within MPA proposals. Del Mar 
SMR is one location where this 30-100m habitat can be captured. Work 
Group 2 has attempted to include 30-100m habitat within the Del Mar SMR 
but falls short of meeting replication threshold guidelines by 0.01 square 
miles. Upon review of the substrate data in this location, it appears that hard 
30-100m substrate is likely present in an area of unmapped habitat.  

e. It is an underwater headland, allowing large pelagic species, including 
swordfish, striped marlin, thresher sharks, white sharks, mako sharks, easy 
access to inshore feeding and spawning grounds. This is also true for 
benthic fauna. 

f. The Del Mar SMR falls slightly short of having enough 0-30m rock proxy to 
have a replicate. However, for all intended purposes this requirement is 
functionally met, as indicated by looking at the "predicted substrate" data 
layer within Marinemap, as there is a data gap in an area of predominant 
rocky bottom. 

g. The area provides Rockfish (Sebastes) spawning grounds, adult resting and 
feeding areas as well as larval settling area and juvenile feeding grounds. 
This MPA is complimentary to the Sunset Cliffs SMR/SMCA and captures 
habitats not included there including, deep >100 meter rock. 

h. Incorporates very large grunion spawning ground 
i. High value seabird foraging area 
j. Marine mammal foraging area (sea lions, coastal bottlenose dolphins, 

harbor seals) 
k. Squid spawning area 
l. Adjacent to submerged deepwater canyon 
m. Submerged archaeological sites 
n. Offshore connectivity to the San Dieguito lagoon  

 
4. Compliance with SAT Guidelines 

a. Meets SAT size guidelines 
b. Meets SAT guidelines for habitat replication 

 Soft 30m proxy 
 Soft 30 – 100m 
 Soft 100 – 200m 
 Soft 200 - 3000m 
 Hard 30m proxy 
 Hard 30 – 100m (given credit for habitat within a known data gap) 
 Hard 100 – 3000m 
 Surfgrass 
 Beaches! 
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5. Goals/Objectives Achieved 

This proposed SMR is founded on the principals described in the Marine Life Protection 
Act of 1999. Specific goals and objectives supported in this SMR: 
 
Goal 1. To protect the natural diversity and abundance of marine life, 
and the structure, function, and integrity of marine ecosystems.  
  
Goal 2. To help sustain, conserve, and protect marine life 
populations, including those of economic value, and rebuild those 
that are depleted. 
 
Goal 3. To improve recreational, educational, and study opportunities 
provided by marine ecosystems that are subject to minimal human 
disturbance, and to manage these uses in a manner consistent with 
protecting biodiversity. 
  
Goal 4. To protect marine natural heritage, including protection of 
representative and unique marine life habitats in California waters 
for their intrinsic value. 
 
Goal 5. To ensure that California's MPAs have clearly defined 
objectives, effective management measures, and adequate enforcement, 
and are based on sound scientific guidelines. 
 
Goal 6. To ensure that the state's MPAs are designed and managed, to 
the extent possible, as a network. 
 
Goal 1, 2, 3 and 6 are uniquely supported with a SMR off Del Mar extending from 3nm 
offshore to the inland waters of the Del Mar lagoon. Protecting the natural diversity and 
abundance of marine life and ecosystems (objective 1)  
The Del Mar SMR creates recreational, educational, and study opportunities 
provided by marine ecosystems that are subject to minimal human 
disturbance, and will manage the waters in a manner consistent with 
protecting and sustaining biodiversity (objective 2 and 3). The Del Mar SMR overlaps the 
coastal lagoon, which connects to the San Dieguito River Park and Coast-to-Crest Trail. 
Starting from the ocean between Del Mar and Solana Beach, the trail stretches 55 miles 
to Volcan Mountain near Julian.  
 
In consideration to goal 6, which outlines a requirement to ensure that the state's MPAs 
are designed and managed as a network, the Del Mar is only 12 miles from the Sunset 
Cliffs SMR/Ocean Beach pier SMCA cluster. In addition, and quite significantly, the Del 
Mar SMR occurs adjacent to and within the boundaries of the City’s Multiple Species 
Conservation Program (MSCP). The MSCP is a comprehensive, long-term habitat 
conservation planning program that covers approximately 900 square miles (582,243 
acres) in southwestern San Diego County pursuant to the federal and California 
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Endangered Species Acts and the California Natural Community Conservation Planning 
Act. It has been developed cooperatively by participating jurisdictions/special districts in 
partnership with federal/state wildlife agencies, property owners, and representatives of 
the development industry and environmental groups. As with the MSCP, the SMR is 
designed on an ecosystem level, preserving habitat for multiple species rather than 
focusing efforts on one species at a time. Linking these two ecosystems in an integrated 
network of marine and terrestrial habitats and populations is an enormous contribution to 
the ongoing clearly-articulated and managed local, regional and State conservation efforts 
(objective 5). 
 
In consideration of goal 4 calling for the protection of unique marine life habitats in 
California waters for their intrinsic value, the Del Mar SMR is one of the only areas in the 
study region that incorporates the true oceanic 100 fathom curve with rock structures, 
pinnacles, and underwater headlands open to water flow from the open ocean. This 
unique and rich habitat adjacent to the La Jolla submarine canyon supports pelagic 
species, including swordfish, striped marlin, thresher sharks, white sharks, and mako 
sharks.  
 
As indicated in Section 3, Site rationale, Work Group 2 contends that the missing 0.01 
square miles of 30-100m hard substrate is likely present in an area of unmapped habitat 
within the Del Mar SMR. Work Group 2 has asked that staff raise this issue with the SAT 
evaluation habitat evaluation team, requesting credit for the rare habitat.  
 
 

6. Other Regulated Activities 
Offshore beach replenishment/nourishment activities such as dredging and sand 
placement are very critical in this area and should be allowed to continue with 
appropriate permitting. Restoration projects such as the North park restoration project 
should be allowed to continue with appropriate permitting.  Beach grooming should be 
allowed to continue. 
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San Dieguito Lagoon State Marine Reserve 
 
1. Introduction 

San Dieguito Lagoon, a San Diego County estuary, is located in the northwestern             
most portions of the cities of San Diego and Del Mar and provides breeding, foraging 
and resting areas for aquatic and terrestrial animals. The lagoon is a recently restored 
mitigated wetland protection site with monitoring and local enforcement provided for by 
Sothern California Edison as mitigation for the San Onofre Nuclear power plant. Local 
volunteer programs assist with management and oversight. The restoration project 
includes the reintroduction of estuarine and coastal marsh native plant species, bird 
resting and nesting areas and public trails with interpretive viewing stations. Allowed 
uses in this very high protection SMR would be the continued restoration, renovation 
and research activities as allowed by law and appropriate permits. Dredging is 
required to keep the lagoon open to the ocean and is required as part of the 
restoration project and should be allowed to continue. 

 
2.  Essential facts:  San Dieguito Lagoon 

a. Type of MPA:  State Marine Reserve   
b. Level of protection:  Very high  
c. Boundaries:  All waters below the mean high tide line extending east from the 

San Dieguito River mouth to the Camino Real Bridge. 
d. Coverage:  Approximately .52 square miles 
e. Habitats: Estuarine coastal marsh, beaches and hardened shores. 
f. Mitigation funding currently pays for rangers to patrol the lagoon area. 
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3. Site rational: 

a. Rare estuarine habitat that provides protection for juvenile and adult marine and 
land animals.  Ongoing research and monitoring programs provide education 
and protection for salt, fresh and brackish water habitats. 

b. Linked to Del Mar State Marine Reserve at the San Dieguito River mouth. 
c.  Part of the Multiple Species Conservation Program – a comprehensive, long-

term habitat conservation planning program for San Diego County.  
 
4. Compliance with SAT Guidelines 

a. Meets SAT size guidelines for estuaries. 
 
5.  Goals/Objectives achieved: 
Goal 1.                                                                                                                                                  
To protect the natural diversity and abundance of marine life, and the structure, function, and 
integrity of marine ecosystems. 
  Objective 4 – Protect biodiversity, natural trophic structure and food webs in representative 
habitats. 
Goal 2.                                                                                                                                                  
To help sustain, conserve, and protect marine life populations, including those of economic 
value, and rebuild those that are depleted.  
   Objective 1 – Help protect or rebuild populations of rare, threatened, endangered, 
depressed, depleted, or overfished species, and the habitats and ecosystem functions upon 
which they rely.                                                                                                                                              
   Objective 3 – Sustain or increase reproduction by species likely to benefit from MPAs with 
emphasis on those species identified as more likely to benefit from MPAs through protection 
of breeding, spawning, foraging, rearing or nursery areas or other areas where species 
congregate. 
Goal 3.                                                                                                                                                  
To improve recreational, educational, and study opportunities provided by marine 
ecosystems that are subject to minimal human disturbances, and to manage these uses in a 
manner consistent with protecting biodiversity. 
  Objective 2 – Provide opportunities for scientifically valid studies, including studies on MPA 
effectiveness and other research that benefits from areas with minimal or restricted human 
disturbance. 
  Objective 3 – Provide opportunities for collaborative scientific monitoring and research 
projects that evaluate MPAs that promote adaptive management and link with fisheries 
management, seabird and mammals information needs, classroom science curricula, 
cooperative fisheries research and volunteer efforts, and identifies participants. 
Goal 4.                                                                                                                                                  
To protect marine natural heritage, including protection of representative and unique marine 
life habitats in south coast California waters, for their intrinsic value. 
Objective 1 – Include within MPAs key and unique habitats identified by the MLPA Science 
Advisory Team for this study region. 
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Objective 2 – Include and replicate to the extent possible [practicable], representatives of all 
marine habitats identified in the MLPA or the California Marine Life Protection Act Master 
Plan for Marine Protected Areas across a range of  depths. 
Goal 5.                                                                                                                                                   
To ensure that south coast California MPAs have clearly defined objectives, effective 
management measures, and adequate enforcement, and are based on sound scientific 
guidelines.  
  Objective 2 – Provide opportunities for interested parties to help develop objectives, a long-
term monitoring plan that includes standardized biological and socioeconomic monitoring 
protocols, a long-term education and outreach plan, and a strategy for MPA evaluation. 
  Objective 3 – Effectively use scientific guidelines in the California Marine Life Protection Act 
Master for Marine Protected Areas. 
  Objective 4 – Ensure public understanding of , compliance with, and stakeholder support for 
MPA boundaries and regulations. 
  Objective 5 – Include simple, clear, and focused site-specific objectives/rationales for each 
MPA and ensure that site-level rationales for each MPA are linked to one or more regional 
objectives. 
 
6.  Other regulated activities: 
  Recreational boating, swimming, wading or diving would not be allowed unless these types 
of activities were allowed under research/restoration permits. 
 
7. Conclusion: 
San Dieguito Lagoon State Marine Reserve, a rare South Coast estuary, provides foraging, 
resting and breeding areas for marine and terrestrial animals. The lagoon is a link  between 
the headwaters of the San Dieguito River ( 55 miles to the east in Julian) and the Pacific 
Ocean in the City of Del Mar. Ongoing research, monitoring and education opportunities are 
provided for by mitigation and bolstered by volunteer programs and  local government 
associations. 
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La Jolla State Marine Reserve 
 

1. Introduction 
The La Jolla Cove State Marine Reserve (SMR) was designed to attribute a higher 
level of protection to a well-known, historic underwater ecological SMCA that has 
served as an icon of marine conservation in the community for decades. The SMR 
would include unique marine ecosystems, including La Jolla Canyon, areas of 
upwelling, kelp forests, State-listed species, rocky shores and sandy beaches. 
Protected animals include giant seabass and leopard shark congregations. Close 
proximity to UCSD and Scripps Institute of Oceanography provides for ongoing 
education and monitoring opportunities. Buoys marking boundaries of the SMR are 
maintained under a contract managed by the City of San Diego Lifeguard Department. 

2. Essential Facts: La Jolla SMR 
 Type of MPA: State Marine Reserve  
 Level of Protection: Very High  
 Reserve Boundaries:  

 Western: 32 degrees 51.07' N/117 degrees 16.40' W 
 Eastern:  32 degrees 51.86' N/117 degrees 15.28' W 
 Northern: 32 degrees 51.86' N/117 degrees 16.25' W 
 Southern: 32 degrees 51.22' N/117 degrees 16.17' W 

 Habitats/Features: 
 Depth range: 0’ – 214’ 
 Size: 1.6mi coastline,  0.77 nm2  
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 Shallow water habitat (<30 m) 
 Mid-depth habitat (30-100 m) 
 Hard bottom 

1. <30m 
2. 30-100m 

 Soft bottom  
1. <30m 
2. 30-100m  
3. all depths 

 Extensive kelp beds throughout the SMR - maximum 
 Surfgrass  
 Elk kelp 
 Rocky shores (just under a linear mile) 
 Species likely to benefit: Lobster, sheephead, shallow water rockfish 
 Beaches 
 Key habitat values: 

 Surfgrass 0.59 miles 
 Hard 30m Proxy 0.07 miles 
 Soft 30m Proxy 1.04 miles 
 Beaches 1.12 miles 
 Rocky Shores 0.91 miles 
 Kelp Maximum 0.39 miles 
 Unknown 0 - 30m 0.01 sq miles 
 Soft 30 - 100m 0.19 sq miles 
 Soft All Depths 0.65 sq miles 
 Hard 30 - 100m 0.01 sq miles 

 
 

3. Site Rationale 
Fed by nutrient-rich upwelling waters from the deep submarine La Jolla canyon, the La 
Jolla SMR would afford a very high level of protection to calico bass, sand bass, 
baracuda, bonita, yellowtail, shallow water rockfish, halibut, urchin, lobster, crab and 
coastal pelagic species such as squid, sardines, mackerel, anchovies, and 
occasionally highly migratory species of tuna.  
 
Although this SMR does not meet minimum size guidelines, and therefore does not 
contribute to habitat replication, it does preserve - quite significantly and effectively - 
unique habitats and species while avoiding devastating socio-economic impacts. 
Preservation of this SMR in concert with the Del Mar/San Dieguito Lagoon to the north 
and Sunset Cliffs SMR to the south contributes to a unique network of protection to 
representative rocky shores, soft and hard bottom habitats, kelp forest, and deep 
submarine canyon. 
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By designating the historic SMCA as an SMR, the State of California will enhance the 
protection of this pristine marine ecosystem for local research opportunities from the 
Scripps Institution of Oceanography and NMFS Southwest Fisheries Science Center. 

 
This SMR would protect a well-known, historic conservation area while minimizing 
severe, socio-economic impacts on thousands of marine stakeholders. Waters 
extending off the west and southwestern portions of the La Jolla peninsula are used 
extensively by commercial and recreational boaters, coastal pelagic finfish, lobster, 
groundfish and urchin fishermen, pelagic squid, sea kayaks, and divers. Containing 
readily assessable kayak boat launch sites, La Jolla offshore waters serve as one of 
the premier sites in the Southern California Bight for both consumptive and non-
consumptive kayakers of all ages and experience. 

 
 

This is a heritage MPA. It is established for the maintenance of public access to view 
and experience a high abundance of indigenous marine organisms within an easily 
accessible area. Recommendation that it must have a sponsor agency or group that 
provides the following: 

1) Seaward boundary markers (buoys) at no less than three to a mile.  
2) On shore markers at the shore-side boundaries and coastal access points with 
the prohibited takes that would otherwise be allowed, listed. 
3) Some measure of local enforcement, minimally a docent program of public 
outreach volunteers that provide information to the public and can report infractions 
to local law enforcement. This program should put at least one person in the area 
during most daylight hours. This area has a sponsor group that does this already. 
4) This is a Goal 3 motivated heritage MPA that doesn't otherwise meet the 
feasibility guidelines well. 

 
This is currently the case for this existing MPA. 

 
Currently buoys mark the current boundaries of the underwater reserve. Several 
sculptures, signs, plaques, and local published literature contain the boundaries of this 
reserve. However, concern has been raised by enforcement about the buoys marking 
the boundary. Historically, the buoys have been maintained by the City of San Diego 
Lifeguard Department.  While the City of San Diego Parks department took over the 
maintenance of these buoys for a time, the responsibility now resides with the City of 
San Diego. The City hired a local consulting firm in Carlsbad to maintain the ecological 
preserve and swim buoys.  Consequently, the ecological buoys, chains, shackles, and 
anchor weights have been replaced. Anchor weights have been increased to 500 
pounds with a corner weight of 750 pounds (see attached report).  A maintenance 
report is generated each year and was just finished in June for 2009  
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Divers crossing the mosaic depicting the MPA boundary. 
 

4. Compliance with SAT Guidelines 
Does not meet SAT size, spacing or habitat replication guidelines but does contribute to 
habitat representation guidelines. 
 

5. Goals/Objectives Achieved 
This proposed SMR is founded on the principals described in the Marine Life Protection 
Act of 1999. Specific goals and objectives supported in this SMR: 
 
Goal 1. To protect the natural diversity and abundance of marine life, 
and the structure, function, and integrity of marine ecosystems.   
Objective 1 
Objective 2 
Objective 3 
Objective 4 
Objective 5 
  
Goal 2. To help sustain, conserve, and protect marine life 
populations, including those of economic value, and rebuild those 
that are depleted. 
Objective 1 
Objective 3 
 
Goal 3. To improve recreational, educational, and study opportunities 
provided by marine ecosystems that are subject to minimal human 
disturbance, and to manage these uses in a manner consistent with 
protecting biodiversity. 
Objective 1 
Objective 2 
Objective 3 
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Goal 4. To protect marine natural heritage, including protection of 
representative and unique marine life habitats in California waters 
for their intrinsic value. 
Objective 1 
Objective 2 
 
Discussion 

 Under goals 1 and 2, this SMR meets the habitat representation 
guidelines developed by the Science Advisory Team (SAT) while minimizing 
negative impacts to the enormous recreational and commercial fishing, 
kayaking and diving communities thriving in this area.  

 
 Preserving the structure, function, and integrity of this rich Macrocystis 

pyrifera kelp bed, this SMR will protect marine ecosystems from the rocky 
shores to hard 30 – 100m and soft bottoms of all depths. Invertebrates, lobster, 
sheephead, white seabass, red urchins, crabs, sea cucumbers, and shallow 
water rockfish will all benefit from the protection offered by a SMR designation.  

 
 In consideration of goals 3 and 4 to improve recreational, educational, and 

study opportunities, manage these uses in a manner consistent with protecting 
biodiversity (goal 3), and protect unique marine life habitats in California waters 
for their intrinsic value (objective 4), this SMR ensures that the rocky intertidal to 
both soft and hard bottom habitats, and delicate giant kelp ecosystem, are 
preserved for posterity. While this SMR contains one of the best sea kayak 
launching sites in Southern California. However, by retaining the configuration 
of the historic SMCA, the La Jolla SMR continues to afford sea kayakers and 
divers with a safe beach access located in relatively close proximity to rich 
offshore habitats. Within close proximity to research organizations, this SMR 
continues to afford scientific research opportunities literally in the backyard of 
Scripps Institution of Oceanography and NMFS Southwest Fisheries Science 
Center.   

 
 
6. Other Regulated Activities 

Boats may be launched and retrieved only in designated areas and may be anchored 
within the MPA only during daylight hours. 
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Famosa Slough State Marine Reserve (SMR) 
 

1. Introduction 
The Famosa Slough State Marine Reserve (SMR) was designed to protect a 37-acre 
urban wetland in San Diego estuary habitat and provide for outstanding educational 
and recreational opportunities. It is a significant feeding and resting site for ducks and 
shorebirds including a myriad of heron and tern populations using the Pacific Flyway.  

2. Essential Facts: Famosa Slough SMR 
 Type of MPA: SMR 
 Level of Protection: Very High 
 Boundaries: (per DFG feasibility guidelines) 

 Western: 32°  45.063’N / 117° 13.749’W (Famosa Blvd) 
 Eastern:  32° 45.078’N / 117° 13.628’W 
 Northern: 32° 45.416’N / 117° 13.746’W (San Diego River Channel) 
 Southern: 32° 44.944’N / 117° 13.720’W 

 Coverage: 
 37 acres 

 
 Habitats/Features: 

 Shallow water habitat (<30 m) 
 Soft, sandy bottom  
 Brackish 
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 Wetland 
 Salt marsh 

 
3. Site Rationale 

Originally part of the Mission Bay wetland complex, the slough is flushed with salt 
water from the river channel, and collects rainwater and runoff from its 300-acre 
watershed. The 12-acre channel portion and the 25-acre southern portion of the 
slough are managed by the City’s Park and Recreation Department. The southern 
portion was acquired by the city in September 1990. Both portions are accessible by 
the public, and benches are located at view areas. 

Despite its small size and urban surroundings, the slough is a functioning wetland with 
freshwater, brackish and salt marsh habitats, teeming with small fish, crabs, and 
mollusks. Year-round bird life is rich and diverse. Popular with bird watchers, the 
slough supports an impressive array of avian species including, avocets (May 2, 2009 
four American Avocets hatched on the Slough island, black-necked stilts, blue herons, 
blue-winged teals, Forster’s terns, yellow-crowned night heron, Kingfisher, great egret, 
and ospreys.  

The Friends of Famosa Slough is a nonprofit organization established to protect and 
restore the slough as a natural wetland preserve and to promote public awareness of 
wetlands. An important function of the Friends of Famosa Slough is to provide 
environmental education to students of all ages.  

 

4. Goals Achieved 
This proposed SMR is founded on the principals described in the Marine Life 
Protection Act of 1999. Specific goals and objectives supported in this SMR: 

 
Goal 1. To protect the natural diversity and abundance of marine life, and the 

structure, function, and integrity of marine ecosystems. Famosa Slough SMR 
protects and maintains species diversity and abundance in areas of high native 
species and representative habitats (objective 1), and protects natural size, age 
structure, and genetic diversity of populations in representative habitats (objective 
3).  With the dramatic decline of wetlands along the California coastline, this SMR 
protects unique biodiversity, natural trophic structure and food webs in area 
exposed to the semi-diurnal tidal fluctuations characteristic of San Diego (objective 
4). Once part of the Mission Bay complex, protecting this area with a SMR 
promotes recovery of natural communities from disturbances (objective 5). 

  
Goal 2. To help sustain, conserve, and protect marine life populations, including those 

of economic value, and rebuild thosethat are depleted. This SMR promotes the 
protection and recovery of populations of rare avian species and the habitat upon 
which they rely (objective 1). Protecting this rich habitat increases the reproduction 
of species utilizing this slough as a breeding and spawning area (objective 3).   
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Goal 3. To improve recreational, educational, and study opportunities provided by 
marine ecosystems that are subject to minimal human disturbance, and to manage 
these uses in a manner consistent with protecting biodiversity. Famosa Slough 
SMR supports all objectives outlined in this Goal, including protecting an area in 
close proximity to Pt Loma and San Diego communities for the purpose of 
enhancing educational and scientific use. 

  
Goal 4. To protect marine natural heritage, including protection of representative and 

unique marine life habitats in California waters for their intrinsic value. With the 
exponential expansion of urban growth and development, Famosa Slough is one of 
the few coastal wetlands remaining along the California coastline, and therefore 
protects a key unique habitat in Southern California (objective 1)  

 
Goal 5. To ensure that California's MPAs have clearly defined objectives, effective 

management measures, and adequate enforcement, and are based on sound 
scientific guidelines. Management objectives of the Famosa Slough have 
consistently focused on providing opportunities for long-term monitoring, education 
and public outreach (objective 2). As a discreet inland waterway and estuary 
bounded on all sides by public landmarks, the Famosa SMR has clear, easily 
recognizable boundaries (objective 4). The purpose of this SMR is to continue 
protecting this area for the long-term refurbishment and conservation of a critical 
area used as a nursery for coastal marine fishes and as part of the Pacific flyway 
for migratory birds (objective 5). 

 
 

5. Other Regulated Activities 
The Slough has been the site of major restoration activity, including 2.2 acres of 
wetland along West Point Loma Boulevard. The terracing, removal of construction 
rubble and creation of berms was completed in December 2005. Future restoration 
activities should be allowed to continue with appropriate permitting. 
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Complete List of Birds Observed at Famosa Slough (ref: Friends of Famosa Slough) 
(B) Species nests at the Slough 
(R) Regularly seen in season 
* Rare or unusual 
Loons 
� Common Loon * 
Grebes 
� Horned Grebe 
� Eared Grebe 
� Pied-billed Grebe (R) 
� Western Grebe 
� Clark’s Grebe 
Pelecaniformes 
� A merican White Pelican 
� Brown Pelican (R) 
� Double-crested Cormorant (R) 
� American Bittern * 
� Least Bittern * 
Wading Birds 
� Great Blue Heron (R) 
� Great Egret (R) 
� Snowy Egret (R) 
� Reddish Egret * 
� Tricolored Heron * 
� Little Blue Heron (R) 
� Cattle Egret 
� Green Heron 
� Black-crowned Night Heron (R) 
� Yellow-crowned Night 
Heron* 
� White-faced Ibis * 
Geese and Ducks 
� Brant 
� Mallard (B) (R) 
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� Gadwall 
� Northern Pintail (R) 
� American Wigeon (R) 
� Eurasian Wigeon * 
� Northern Shoveler (R) 
� Cinnamon Teal 
� Blue-winged Teal (R) 
� Green-winged Teal 
� Redhead * 
� Tufted Duck * 
� Ring-necked Duck 
� Lesser Scaup (R) 
� Surf Scoter * 
� Common Goldeneye * 
� Bufflehead 
� Red-breasted Merganser 
� Hooded Merganser * 
� Ruddy Duck (R) 
Raptors 
� Northern Harrier 
� White-tailed Kite 
� Sharp-shinned Hawk 
� Cooper’s Hawk 
� Red-shouldered Hawk 
� Red-tailed Hawk (R) 
� Osprey (R) 
� Merlin * 
� American Kestrel (R) 
� Prairie Falcon * 
� Peregrine Falcon * 
Gruiformes 
� American Coot (R) 
� Clapper Rail 
� Virginia Rail 
� Sora 
Shorebirds 
� Black-bellied Plover 
� Semipalmated Plover 
� Snowy Plover * 
� Killdeer (B) (R) 
� American Avocet (B) (R) 
� Black-necked Stilt (B) (R) 
� Greater Yellowlegs (R) 
� Lesser Yellowlegs * 
� Solitary Sandpiper * 
� Willet (R) 
� Spotted Sandpiper 
� Whimbrel 
� Long-billed Curlew 
� Marbled Godwit (R) 
� Ruddy Turnstone 
� Black Turnstone 
� Red Knot 
� Sanderling 
� Dunlin 
� Pectoral Sandpiper * 
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� Baird’s Sandpiper * 
� Western Sandpiper (R) 
� Least Sandpiper (R) 
� Stilt Sandpiper * 
� Long-billed Dowitcher 
� Short-billed Dowitcher (R) 
� Wilson’s Snipe * 
� Wilson’s Phalarope 
� Red-necked Phalarope 
Jaegers 
� Parasitic Jaeger * 
Gulls, Terns and Skimmers 
� Bonaparte’s Gull 
� Mew Gull 
� Ring-billed Gull (R) 
� California Gull (R) 
� Herring Gull 
� Thayer’s Gull * 
� Glaucous-winged Gull 
� Western Gull (R) 
� Heermann’s Gull 
� Caspian Tern 
� Royal Tern 
� Elegant Tern 
� Common Tern 
� Forster’s Tern (R) 
� Least Tern (R) 
� Black Tern * 
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Sunset Cliffs State Marine Reserve (SMR) / Ocean Beach Municipal Pier 
State Marine Conservation Area (SMCA) Cluster 

 
1. Introduction 

This SMR/SMCA cluster located on the northern end of Point Loma was designed to 
meet SAT size and spacing and habitat replications guidelines by capturing unique 
substrate and floral habitats, including rocky intertidal, deep water, persistent kelp, elk 
kelp, and surfgrass. Overlapping the northern third of one of California’s largest 
persistent kelp beds, this SMR/SMCA cluster will have a net positive affect from spill-
over into the adjacent kelp bed. It is located in close proximity to Scripps Institution of 
Oceanography and NMFS Southwest Fisheries Science Center, and avoids conflicts 
with Mission Bay and San Diego Bay harbor entrances. 

 
2. Essential Facts: Sunset Cliffs SMR/SMCA 
 Type of MPA: State Marine Reserve / Conservation Area Cluster 
 Level of Protection: Very High / Moderate High 
 Reserve Boundaries: (per DFG feasibility guidelines) 

 Western: 3nm offshore (117° 17.000’ W) 
 Eastern:  Mean high tide line  
 Northern: 32°45.100’ N / MHT (lines up w/small rock jetty) 
 Southern: 32°42.800’ N / MHT (fence line along southern end of Sunset Cliffs 

Park)  
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 Conservation Area Boundaries: Within the boundaries of the SMR, there is a small, pie 
shape State Marine Conservation Area, which provides recreational fishing 
opportunities on the Ocean Beach Municipal Pier. Boundaries of this SMCA are: 

 Northern: 32°45.100N (lines up with small rock jetty on the shore) 
 Northwest Corner: 117° 16.000W 
 Southeast Corner: 32°44.800 N (lines up with the end of Narragansett Avenue) 
 The distance from the pier to the SMR is 300 feet or farther, negating the 

chance fishermen casting from the pier will be able to reach the SMR. 
 Miles of Coverage: 

 2.6 miles shoreline 
 Cluster – 9.689 sq m  

 SMR 9.29 sq miles 
 SMCA 0.399 sq miles  

 Habitats/Features: 
 Depth range: 0 – 105 m 
 Shallow water habitat <30 m (mostly hard some soft) 
 Mid-depth habitat 30-100 m 
 Deep water habitat >100m 
 Hard bottom 

 <30m 
 30-100m 

 Soft bottom  
 <30m 
 30-100m  
 100-200m 

 Extensive persistent kelp beds throughout the SMR 
 Surfgrass  
 Elk kelp 
 Rocky intertidal  
 Species likely to benefit: Lobster, sheephead, shallow water rockfish, 

 
 
3. Site Rationale 
The Pt Loma kelp bed is one of the largest off the California coastline. Protection afforded 
marine resources in the SMR will benefit marine populations in the surrounding large kelp 
beds, provide a protective buffer between the activities in Mission Bay and San Diego 
Harbor, and afford research opportunities in close proximity to Scripps Institution of 
Oceanography. 
 Backbone SMR 
 Meets DFG feasibility criteria  
 Meets all six goals of the MLPA 
 Socioeconomic – achieves protection of important species and habitats while limiting 

socioeconomic impacts on recreational and commercial fishing by leaving La Jolla 
area available for their fishing opportunity.   
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 Southern boundary avoids conflict with Dept of Defense research and development 
activities. Extending south beyond southern boundary of Sunset Cliffs Park overlaps 
military operations occurring in Categories A, B, C, and D. The SAT assessed 
category A (mine neutralization) and B (Research & Development) activities as 
potentially incompatible with the goals of the MLPA. 

 SMR overlaps high value seabird foraging area.  
 High value marine mammal foraging area (sea lions, coastal bottlenose dolphins, 

harbor seals) 
 Allows recreational fishing from the Ocean Beach Municipal pier by all allowable 

methods of recreational take. This pier is particularly important to the community of 
subsistence fishermen who regularly fish from this pier.  

 Protects very unique habitats including, persistent kelp, rocky intertidal, deep water 
rocky habitat, and surfgrass 

 SMR/SMCA does not overlap entrance to San Diego Harbor or Mission Bay. 
 Creates unique research opportunity in close proximity to Scripps Institution of 

Oceanography and NMFS Southwest Fisheries Science Center 
 Protects important grunion spawning ground 
 The north and south boundaries are placed at easily recognized landmarks. 

 
4. Compliance with SAT Guidelines 
 Meets SAT size guidelines 
 Meets SAT habitat replication guidance for: 

 Surfgrass 
 Soft 30 – 100m 
 Hard 30 - 100m 
 Hard 30m proxy 
 Kelp persistence 
 Rocky shores 

 Meets SAT guidelines for Spacing 
 Exceeds spacing guidelines – Sunset Cliffs SMR is within 12 miles of the Del 

Mar SMR 
 Although this design does not strictly meets DFG feasibility guidelines, we believe, 

given the historical use, interpretive infrastructure, local understanding and marking, 
that this is the design that would most easily generate compliance for this area. 

 
5. Goals/Objectives Achieved 
This proposed SMR/SMCA cluster is founded on the principals described in the Marine 
Life Protection Act of 1999. Specific goals and objectives supported in this SMR/SMCA 
cluster: 
 
Goal 1. To protect the natural diversity and abundance of marine life, 
and the structure, function, and integrity of marine ecosystems.  
  
Goal 2. To help sustain, conserve, and protect marine life 
populations, including those of economic value, and rebuild those 
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that are depleted. 
 
Goal 3. To improve recreational, educational, and study opportunities 
provided by marine ecosystems that are subject to minimal human 
disturbance, and to manage these uses in a manner consistent with 
protecting biodiversity. 
  
Goal 4. To protect marine natural heritage, including protection of 
representative and unique marine life habitats in California waters 
for their intrinsic value. 
 
Goal 5. To ensure that California's MPAs have clearly defined 
objectives, effective management measures, and adequate enforcement, 
and are based on sound scientific guidelines. 
 
Goal 6. To ensure that the state's MPAs are designed and managed, to 
the extent possible, as a network. 
 

 Under goals 1, 2 and 6, this creative SMR/SMCA meets the design 
guidelines developed by the Science Advisory Team (SAT) while minimizing 
negative impacts to recreational, commercial and subsistence fishing 
communities. The Sunset Cliffs SMR and Ocean Beach Municipal Pier SMCA 
cluster forms the southernmost anchor to a comprehensive network of SMRs 
extending up the coastline to Pt Conception. This SMR/SMCA cluster will 
protect the natural biodiversity and rich abundance found in one of California’s 
largest persistent kelp beds (objective 1).  

 
 Preserving the structure, function, and integrity (objective 2) of this rich 

Macrocystis pyrifera kelp bed extending offshore to 3nm from the Ocean Beach 
Municipal pier in the north to the southern boundary of Sunset Cliffs Park to the 
south, this SMR/SMCA cluster will protect marine ecosystems from the rocky 
intertidal to deep water rocky habitat. Invertebrates, lobster, sheephead, white 
seabass, red urchins, crabs, sea cucumbers, and shallow water rockfish will all 
benefit from the protection offered by a SMR designation. Not least of which, 
this SMR/SMCA cluster affords a very high level of protection to the very marine 
ecosystem sustaining the fish, invertebrate, marine mammal and shorebirds 
living in this area – the persistent, extensive giant kelp bed. 

 
 Because the proposed SMR overlaps the northern one third of the Pt 

Loma kelp forest, restrictions on all extractions in the SMR will spill over to the 
surrounding kelp forest south along Pt Loma.  This SMR will help sustain, 
conserve, and protect marine life populations, including those of economic 
value, and rebuild those 
that have been depleted (objective 6). 
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 In consideration of goals 3 and 4 to improve recreational, educational, and 
study opportunities, manage these uses in a manner consistent with protecting 
biodiversity (goal 3), and protect unique marine life habitats in California waters 
for their intrinsic value (objective 4), this SMR/SMCA cluster ensures that the 
rich intertidal to deep rocky habitats and delicate giant kelp ecosystem are 
preserved for posterity. Within close proximity to research organizations, this 
SMR/SMCA continues to afford scientific research opportunities literally in the 
backyard of Scripps Institution of Oceanography and NMFS Southwest 
Fisheries Science Center.   

 
 In consideration of goal 5 requiring that California's MPAs have clearly defined 

objectives, effective management measures, adequate enforcement, and are 
based on sound scientific guidelines, this SMR/SMCA cluster a high level of 
protection to an extensive, persistent giant kelp bed while affording subsistence 
fishermen with the ability to retain access to the Ocean Beach pier for 
subsistence fishing. Boundaries for the SMR are clearly identified by well-
known, visual landmarks, which facilitate effective management and 
enforcement of the SMR. SMCA overlapping the pier supports pier fishing only. 
Once again, this boundary is readily identified and managed since fishing in this 
area would only be conducted from the pier.  

 
6. Other Regulated Activities 
 

This SMR/SMCA overlaps CDFG Commission leaseable Kelp Administrative Bed 
number #3 (CCR, Title 14, §165.5(j)(1)(2)(3)). Kelp harvesting is allowed in the south 
coast area and is regulated by CDFG. Future kelp harvesting in this SMR/SMCA 
should be addressed in accordance with CDFG permitting guidelines.  
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CABRILLO STATE MARINE RESERVE 
 

 
1. Introduction 

 
This heritage marine protected area formally known as the Mia J. Tegner State Marine 
Conservation Area was initially created to protect the tide pools at Cabrillo National 
Monument.  It is not intended to contribute to the network as a minimum sized MPA; 
however it has value for education, recreation, and research opportunities.  In 1996 a 
report from Jack Engle and Gary Davis indicated 7 of the 13 species monitored since 
1990 were in decline due to human trampling, poking, and removal.  Cabrillo National 
Park management implemented the Tidepool Protection, Education, and Restoration 
Program (TPERP) to try to reverse the trend.  The purpose of TPERP is to restore the 
inter-tidal area under its administration while permitting visitors to continue visiting it.  
TPERP consists of three parts, each of which is critical to its success—education and 
enforcement, restoration through area closure, and monitoring and research.  Since 
the fall of 1996, the NPS has been recruiting and training a cadre of Volunteers-In-
Parks (VIPs) and increased the number of park rangers in the inter-tidal area during 
low tides.  The second part of TPERP is the closure of one-third of the tidepools to all 
visitors; this small no-use reserve, called “Zone 3”, is currently still closed.  The 
purpose of this closure is to allow the area to recover from the pressures of high 
visitation (mostly trampling, rock overturning, and poking—restriction of collection and 
hunting has been very strict since at least 1990).  Thirdly, as part of TPERP, the park 
made a long-term commitment to studying the tidepools.  The monitoring program 
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became part of normal park operations (funding came from park base funds), and a 
commitment to continuing it in the long-term was made, as well as encouraging 
research activities to help inform management. 

 
2. Essential Facts:  Cabrillo SMR 

a. Type of MPA:   State Marine Reserve (SMR). 
b. Allowed Take:  No take is allowed. 
c. Boundaries:  (Made to conform with DFG feasibility guidelines without 

interfering with near-shore boat-based fishing): 
Northern Boundary:  Due west from an easily recognized point just north 
of the last public parking lot on the latitude line 32º s 40.6 Minutes North 
extending from the mainland to the longitude line of 117º 15 Minutes 
West. 
Western Boundary:  Due South on the longitude line 117 º 15 Minutes 
West; first whole minute line offshore. 
Southern Boundary:  Due East on the latitude line 32º 39.7 Minutes 
North extending from the Western boundary longitude line of  117º 15 
Minutes West to the eastern boundary longitude line of 117º 14.3 
Minutes West. 
Eastern Boundary:  Due North on longitude line 117º 14.3 Minutes West 
from the southern boundary latitude line 32º 39.7 Minutes North 
extending to the mean high tide line onshore at that point, and then along 
the shoreline at mean high tide to the northern boundary. 

d. Miles of Coverage: 
Just over 1 ¼ miles of shoreline. 
0.38 square miles. 

       e.  Habitats/Features: 
   Rocky inter-tidal habitat extending a considerable distance during  
   low tide. 
   Small sandy beach areas. 
   Extensive surfgrass beds cover the entire area. 
   Unique gravel trough area between shoreline and kelp beds. 

Surfgrass  1.39 miles 
Hard 30m Proxy 0.20 miles 
Beaches  0.44 miles 
Rocky Shores  0.97 miles 
Unknown 0 - 30m 0.05 sq miles 
Soft All Depths 0.03 sq miles 
 

 
       

3. Site Rationale 
 

a. Heritage MPA site. 
b. 20 years of Monitoring by Cabrillo National Monument management. 
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c. Local rangers and trained docents educate and inform the public and visitors 
and enforce regulations in this area. 

d. Human exclusion zone (Zone 3) is closed to human activity with signage and 
locally enforced to provide research and monitoring comparisons to the 
remaining areas.  Zone 3 human exclusion is the area east of longitude 117 
degrees 14.677 Minutes West along the shoreline marked by permanent 
signage. 

e. Meets broad range of educational, recreational, and research goals and 
objectives. 

f. Achieves balance between conservation and limiting socio-economic impacts 
by not extending further offshore where impact to local lobster, urchin, and 
other fisheries would occur.   

g. This area receives over 100,000 visitors annually. These visitors annually pay 
for access to these protected areas. 

h. Cross Interest Support—This small MPA has support from the local community, 
local fisheries, and the National Park Service. 
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Begg Rock SMR 
 
1. Introduction 
 

Incorporating the marine habitats of San Nicolas Island with many of the characteristics of 
a pinnacle/sea mount. This pristine reserve contributes to both the northern and southern 
island bioregions. The largest marine reserve proposed in southern California. The 
reserve is richly endowed with deep hard and soft bottom key habitats including 
submarine ridges. As such, the area is a major rockfish larval factory and home to rare 
"lumpy form purple hydrocoral." 

 
2.  Essential facts 

 
a. Type of MPA: State marine reserve (SMR all take prohibited) 
Note: this MSR is not intended to and will not regulate military activities. DFG 
and US Department of Defense should coordinate regulatory language similar 
to Vandenberg SMR.  

 
b. Boundaries: (per DFG feasibility guidelines):  

 
 A circle with a radius of 3 nautical miles from the mean high tide line of 

Begg rock. (all state waters surrounding Begg Rock) 
 

c. Miles of coverage:  
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 37. 96 square miles 
 

3.  Habitats/features 
 

a. Key habitats: 
 Soft 100 - 200m  11.55 sq miles 
 Soft 30 - 100m  22.19 sq miles 
 Soft All Depths  33.74 sq miles 
 Hard 30 - 100m  4.10 sq miles 
 Hard 100 - 3000m  0.07 sq miles 

 
b. Rocky ridges and escarpments 

 
4. Site Rationale  

 
a. Unique offshore pinnacle forms the core of this MPA Site 
b. Plays important role in larval production and inter-island connectivity. This 

area is likely a key producer of rockfish larvae of the more than 50 species 
found locally. The pinnacle itself is likely a key recruitment site for larval reef 
fish of all local species. 

c. High conservation value: protects rare pinnacle associated invertebrates, 
rock scallops and rockfish 

d. Achieves balance between conservation and limiting socio economic 
impacts. 

e. Due to its rich habitat and rare assemblage of biodiversity this area has an 
exceptional conservation function. Conversely, its distance from port and 
adverse weather conditions minimizes the socioeconomic impacts from 
removing this area from harvest. 

f. Cross-interest support: This geography or a similar geography exists in all 
three proposals produced by the RSG indicating support from a broad range 
of regional stakeholder participants.  

 
5. Compliance with SAT guidance 

 
a. Meets/exceeds SAT size guidelines 
b. Meets SAT guidelines to capture replicates: 

 Hard and soft bottom (all depths) 
 Soft bottom (30-100 m) 
 Hard bottom (30-100 m) 
 Soft bottom (100-200 m) 
 Rock pinnacle 

c.  Does not meet SAT guidelines for: 
 As a rare rocky pinnacle the MPA does not have enough shoreline to 

meet SAT guidelines related to beaches, rocky intertidal, and rocky 
shallow reef.  
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 Due to the extreme weather of the area, no kelp of surf grass is 
persistent 

 As in 99% of the south coast study region, insufficient depth in state 
waters precludes the inclusion of sufficient soft bottom 200-3000 m or 
hard bottom 100-3000 m to capture these key habitats.  

 
6. Other design considerations: 

a. This SMR is not intended to and will not regulate military activities. DFG and 
US Department of Defense should coordinate regulatory language similar to 
Vandenberg SMR 
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Farnsworth State Marine Conservation Area (SMCA) 
San Clemente Island Federal Military Closures (no state designation)  

 
1. Introduction 

The Farnsworth SMCA captures unique rocky pinnacle habitat over Farnsworth Bank, 
while fulfilling all six goals of the Marine Life Protection Act of 1999 and minimizing 
widespread socioeconomic impacts. The area encompasses a high diversity of 
habitats and communities representative of the productive, wave-exposed portion of 
the East-Islands bioregion. Besides shallow and deepwater pinnacles, there are 
diverse shallow and deepwater reefs and sand plains replete with persistent key 
habitat including purple hydrocoral. Species likely to benefit include, rockfishes, 
scorpionfish, giant sea bass, sheephead, angel shark, lobster, sea cucumber, and rock 
scallops. 

 
2. Essential Facts: Farnsworth SMCA 

a. Type of MPA: State Marine Conservation Area  
b. Level of Protection: High 
c. Boundaries:  

 North Boundary Latitude line 33.21 Minutes North 
 East Boundary Longitude line 118.29.5 Minutes West 
 South Boundary State waters between Noirth and East Boundaries 
 Note: this MPA does not intersect the shore it has a north east corner 

where the North and East boundaries intersect 21.00, 118 29.5, south 
d. Miles of Coverage: 
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 10.18 sq miles  
e. Habitats/Features: 

 Depth range: 50 – 1010 m 
 Key habitats 

1. Soft 100 - 200m 1.79 sq miles 
2. Soft 200 - 3000m 4.46 sq miles 
3. Soft 30 - 100m 3.27 sq miles 
4. Soft All Depths 9.52 sq miles 
5. Hard 30 - 100m 0.51 sq miles 
6. Hard 100 - 3000m 0.03 sq miles 

f. Generally allowed takes: 
 Only those that will allow for a high level of protection for the species 

likely to benefit from spatially based protections at this scale (defined 
by the Science Advisory Team). 

 
2. Site Rationale 
  
The Farnsworth SMCA provides for a significant series of rocky pinnacles that rise 
abruptly from water depths of over 300 feet to 54 feet, where large schools of resident and 
pelagic bait fish gather. Toward shore, the pinnacles tumble down to mixed sand and 
deep rock habitats to slope gradually upward again to productive hard bottom substrate.  
 
The Farnsworth SMCA:  
a. Builds on the current Farnsworth reserve 
b. Provides high conservation value; protects broad range of marine resources 
c. Meets broad range of MLPA goals and objectives 
d. Achieves balance between preservation and limiting socio-economic  

           impacts. 
 
Compliance with SAT Guidelines:  
   a. Bioeconomic models will reveal a high score for habitat and biomass   
       generation 
   b. Meets SAT habitat replication guidelines for: Soft 30 - 100m, Soft 100 –  
       200m, Soft  
       200 - 3000m, Rock 30-100m  
   c. Captures unique pinnacles  
   d. Situation outside the 50 meter depth, the bulk of this MPA is in deep water;   
       whereby, allowing for a wide variety of surface-related consumptive activities  
       while still providing a high level of protection. 
 
At Santa Catalina Island, it is extremely important to balance the goals of the MLPA and the 
socioeconomic interests of the only island residential communities in the South Coast Study 
Region.  This is true for both island residents and the hundreds of thousands of annual 
visitors to the island.  Workgroup 2 attempted to balance these needs in designing two 
backbone MPAs:  The Bird Rock SMCA/Blue Cavern SMR complex on the lee side and the 
Farnsworth SMCA on the back side of Catalina. 
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Island residents, especially those living in Two Harbors at the West End of Catalina, don't 
have the luxury of driving to open fishing grounds when nearby fishing areas are closed 
through the establishment of an MPA.  Most island residents fish from small boats and skiffs. 
 The designs of both backbone MPAs protects habitats and species most likely to benefit 
from an MPA while allowing recreational and commercial fishing for pelagics in deep water. 
 
Catalina Island is host to three major fishing tournaments each year which have significant 
impacts to the economy of Avalon, Catalina Island's only incorporated city.  The annual 
Church Mouse Tournament (100% tag and release) conservatively contributes $120,000 
annually to Avalon's economy, including $60,000 in direct cash contributions to island non-
profit organizations.  The other two tournaments contribute approximately $40,000 each per 
year to Avalon's economy.  Interestingly, 100% of these expenditures are made shoreside, 
NOT "from the dock seaward."  Island residents have a real fear that were multiple, large 
MPAs established around the island, prohibiting recreational fishing, that these tournaments 
would disappear and their economic contributions with them. 
 

 

 
 

Federal Military Closures at San Clemente: 
 
Contained within the same bioregion, the waters encompassed by the San Clemente Island 
Safety Zones at Special Warfare Training Area 1 (SWAT 1) and Wilson Cove support a vast 
array of habitats and ecosystems, including rare 30-100m and 100-3000m hard bottom 
habitats. Rocky pinnacles, rocky shores, beaches, and soft bottom habitats across all depths 
are represented in these two areas. Together, SWAT 1 and Wilson Cove comprise over 36 
sq nm of offshore, pristine habitats. While side-scan SONAR bathymetric substrate data is 
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only available for depths out to 100m, commercial and recreational fishing and diving 
operations relay first-hand information about the extensive rocky habitats, pinnacles and soft 
substrate in depths exceeding 100m. This information is invaluable in our assessment of the 
extensive presence of deep water hard bottom habitat. For years, the SWAT 1 offshore 
waters have served as vital sea urchin, sports fishing, lobster, and diving locations. The loss 
of this area to the public has significant economic effects, and must be considered in 
conjunction to public access and use restrictions implemented at Santa Catalina Island.  
 
Surrounded by deep, Pacific canyons and steep drop-offs, San Clemente Island is an 
important upwelling location for cold, nutrient-rich, water. Consequently, waters around the 
island support some of the richest, most persistent Giant kelp beds (Macrocystis pyrifera) 
along the South Coast (Channel Island National Parks Kelp Forest Monitoring Program). Elk 
kelp occurs in both the Safety Zones, and eelgrass and surfgrass is located along the eastern 
side of the island. The Navy partners with the National Park Service to develop protocols for 
monitoring the kelp forests at San Clemente Island. The maximum extent of the beds is a 
good indicator of the extent of rocky bottom substrate. While kelp beds throughout the 
SOCAL Bight have suffered considerably during El Nino conditions, San Clemente Island 
beds have recovered far better than those of the northern Channel Islands, which suffer 
greatly from sea urchin grazing.  
 
The rich kelp beds and offshore waters of support a rich array of species including, federally 
listed white, pink, and green abalones, California brown pelicans, and rare purple hydrocoral. 
 
 
 

Rare purple hydrocoral (Stylaster venustus)       
 
Waters in the SWAT 1 and Wilson Cove Safety Zones are included in the newly- designated 
coverage of the Integrated Natural Resources Management Program (INRMP) for San 
Clemente Island.  
This pending military closure has a high level of protection because it is encompassed in a 
military safety zone that affords it monitoring and enforcement benefits.  

By designing minimum sized SMCAs on each side of Catalina Island, Workgroup 2 has met 
minimum SAT size guidelines, has provided a high level of protection for species most likely 
to benefit, and has preserved the socioeconomic impacts so vitally important to the Catalina 
Island community. 
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3. Compliance with SAT Guidelines 

a. Farnsworth SMCA: (10.18 sqmi.) 
 Meets SAT size guidelines 
 Meets SAT habitat replication guidance for: 

1. met Soft 100 - 200m 
2. met Soft 200 - 3000m 
3. met Soft 30 - 100m 
4. met Soft All Depths 
5. met Hard 30 - 100m 

 Modestly meets Dept Fish and Game feasibility guidelines. 
1. Has a half minute by whole minute offshore corner that was 

tentatively by staff as a reasonable exception. 
b. SWAT 1 FMC : (17.44 sqmi.) 

 Meets SAT size guidelines 
 Meets SAT habitat replication guidance for: 

1. met Surfgrass 
2. met Hard 30 - 100m 
3. met Hard 30m Proxy 
4. met Kelp Persistence 
5. met Rocky Shores 

Data coverage is extremely limited here, especially for deeper habitats. It is probable that 
thresholds other key habitats are met 

  Dept Fish and Game feasibility guidelines notwithstanding as 
enforcement is a Federal responsibility. 

c. Wilson Cove FMC: (19.25 sqmi.) 
 Meets SAT size guidelines 
 Meets SAT habitat replication guidance for: 

1. met Surfgrass 
2. met Hard 30m Proxy 
3. met Kelp Persistence 
4. met Soft 30m Proxy 
5. met Rocky Shores 
6. met Beaches 

Data coverage is extremely limited here, especially for deeper habitats. It is probable that 
thresholds other key habitats are met 

 Dept Fish and Game feasibility guidelines notwithstanding as 
enforcement is a Federal responsibility. 

 
4. Goals/Objectives Achieved 
This proposed SMR/SMCA cluster is founded on the principals described in the Marine 
Life Protection Act of 1999. Specific goals and objectives supported in this SMR/SMCA 
cluster: 
 
Goal 1. To protect the natural diversity and abundance of marine life, 
and the structure, function, and integrity of marine ecosystems.  
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Objective 1 - Protect and maintain species diversity and abundance consistent with 
natural fluctuations, including areas of high native species diversity and representative 
habitats. 
 
Objective 2 - Protect areas with diverse habitat types in close proximity to each other. 
 
Objective 3 - Protect natural size and age structure and genetic diversity of 
populations in representative habitats. 

 
Goal 2. To help sustain, conserve, and protect marine life 
populations, including those of economic value, and rebuild those 
that are depleted. 

 
Objective 2 - Sustain or increase reproduction by species likely to benefit from MPAs 
with emphasis on those species identified as more likely to benefit from MPAs and 
promote retention of large, mature individuals. 
 
Objective 3 - Sustain or increase reproduction by species likely to benefit from MPAs 
with emphasis on those species identified as more likely to benefit from MPAs through 
protection of breeding, spawning, foraging, rearing or nursery areas or other areas 
where species congregate. 
 
Objective 4 - Protect selected species and the habitats on which they depend while 
allowing: some commercial and/or recreational harvest of migratory, highly mobile, or 
other species; and other activities 
 

 
Goal 3. To improve recreational, educational, and study opportunities 
provided by marine ecosystems that are subject to minimal human 
disturbance, and to manage these uses in a manner consistent with 
protecting biodiversity. 

 Objective 1 - Sustain or enhance cultural, recreational, and educational experiences 
and uses (for example, by improving catch rates, maintaining high scenic value, 
lowering congestion, increasing size or abundance of species, and protection of 
submerged sites). 

Objective 3 - Provide opportunities for collaborative scientific monitoring and research 
projects that evaluate MPAs that promote adaptive management and link with fisheries 
management, seabird and mammals information needs, classroom science curricula, 
cooperative fisheries research and volunteer efforts, and identifies participants. 

Goal 4. To protect marine natural heritage, including protection of 
representative and unique marine life habitats in California waters 
for their intrinsic value. 
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Objective 1 - Include within MPAs key and unique habitats identified by the MLPA 
Master Plan Science Advisory Team for this study region. 

Objective 2 - Include and replicate to the extent possible [practicable], representatives 
of all marine habitats identified in the MLPA or the California Marine Life Protection Act 
Master Plan for Marine Protected Areas across a range of depths. 

Goal 5. To ensure that California's MPAs have clearly defined 
objectives, effective management measures, and adequate enforcement, 
and are based on sound scientific guidelines. 

Objective 1 - Minimize negative socio-economic impacts and optimize positive socio-
economic impacts for all users including coastal dependent entities, communities and 
interests, to the extent possible, and if consistent with the Marine Life Protection Act 
and its goals and guidelines. 

Goal 6. To ensure that the state's MPAs are designed and managed, to 
the extent possible, as a network. 

Objective 3 - Ensure ecological connectivity within and between regional components of the 
statewide network 
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Blue Cavern State Marine Reserve (SMR)/Bird Rock State Marine Conservation Area 
(SMCA) 

 
1. Introduction 

The Blue Cavern SMR, clustered with offshore Catalina Isthmus Bird Rock SMCA, provides a 
backbone MPA for the leeside of Catalina Island. This MPA was carefully designed with 2 
goals in mind: 1) expand the tiny existing USC Wrigley Marine Lab MPA to include the 
ecologically important offshore Bird Rock and extend the coastal reserve further east; and 2) 
balance (& improve in long term) recreational fishing opportunities for island residents and 
visitors to Isthmus area by providing open fishing areas around major mooring coves, piers, 
and reefs, including Isthmus Reef and Ship Rock. The SMCA affords a deep water area 
offshore the Science Center that allows for pelagic finfish fishing. 

2. Essential Facts: Blue Cavern State Marine Reserve/Bird Rock SMCA 
a. Type of MPA: State Marine Reserve/SMCA  
b. Level of Protection: Very High/High 
c. SMR: 
d. Area bounded by the mean high tide and the following lines: 
e. 118º 29.300' W 

33º 27.000' N 
118º 27.000' W   

f. Boundary does not extend into deep water, so as to allow for valuable 
fishing opportunities. 
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g. Conservation Area Boundaries:  
Area bounded by the state water boundary and the following lines: 
118º 29.300' W 
33º 27.000' N  
118 degrees 27.000' W 

h. Miles of Coverage: 
 SMR – 1.34 sq miles  
 SMCA – 8.97 sq miles 
 Habitats/Features: 

1. Key habitats included: 
a. Soft 100 - 200m 1.08 sq miles 
b. Soft 200 - 3000m 7.48 sq miles 
c. Surfgrass  1.58 miles 
d. Soft 30 - 100m 0.87 sq miles 
e. Soft All Depths 9.72 sq miles 
f. Hard 30 - 100m 0.01 sq miles 
g. Hard 30m Proxy 0.88 miles 
h. Kelp Persistence 1.40 miles 
i. Soft 30m Proxy 1.89 miles 
j. Rocky Shores 1.65 miles 
k. Beaches 1.66 miles 

i. Generally allowed takes: 
 Blue Cavern SMR 

1. None, except by special permit 
 Bird Rock SMCA 

1. ·Only those that will allow for a high level of protection for the 
species likely to benefit from spatially based protections at this 
scale (defined by the Science Advisory Team). 

 
3. Site Rationale 
The Northern region of Santa Catalina Island hosts highly diverse features including 
along-shore headland, coves, sea caves, walls, reefs and stable sand habitats; and 
unique offshore rocks and reefs. Proposed MPA contains key habitat giant kelp, elk kelp, 
and surfgrass. Will protect and enhance fishes and invertebrates, including sea bass, 
rockfishes, sheephead, kelp bass, halibut, abalone, lobster, cucumbers, mussels, limpets, 
and rock scallops. This is expansion of the existing reserve by USC Wrigley Marine 
Science Center, so great opportunity for enhanced research, monitoring, and education. 

Design was carefully crafted to minimize impacts to sport fishers, especially by excluding 
Isthmus Reef and Ship Rock, along with Isthmus Cove, Fourth of July Cove, and Cherry 
Cove. To accomplish the necessary separation between Bird Rock and Isthmus Reef the 
boundary line between them runs due north of south tip of Big Fisherman Cove. Designed 
as cluster with Catalina Isthmus SMCA to allow for offshore fishing opportunities valuable 
to the economy of Catalina, but together achieve backbone high value MPA. 
 
This SMR was designed as small as feasible to minimize socio-economic impacts. 
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Outside the SMR, the entire island region from Isthmus cove to the West End is open for 
recreational finfish enjoyment. Recommended for MPA status in Santa Catalina Island 
report by Parnell, Miller, & Dayton (2006). Great location for student and visitor education 
about values of Marine Protected Areas. Careful design of this and adjacent MPA balance 
protection and recreational fishing opportunities and provide unique opportunity for study 
of full take, fish only take, and no take effects on similar marine communities. Rocky 
intertidal community at Bird Rock has been monitored since 1982. Bird Rock subtidal sea 
palm, surfgrass, kelp, and sea wall habitats have been studied for decades, but without 
benefit of resource protection that would greatly increase the value of scientific studies. 

4. Compliance with SAT Guidelines 
a. Meets SAT size guidelines 
b. Meets SAT habitat replication guidance for: 

 met Soft 200 - 3000m 
 met Surfgrass 
 met Soft All Depths 
 met Kelp Persistence 
 met Soft 30m Proxy 
 met Rocky Shores 
 met Beaches 

c. Meets SAT guidelines for Spacing 
 
5. Goals/Objectives Achieved 
This proposed SMR/SMCA cluster is founded on the principals described in the Marine 
Life Protection Act of 1999. Specific goals and objectives supported in this SMR/SMCA 
cluster: 

 
a. Goal 1. To protect the natural diversity and abundance of marine life,and the 

structure, function, and integrity of marine ecosystems.  
 Objective 1 - Protect and maintain species diversity and abundance 

consistent with natural fluctuations, including areas of high native 
species diversity and representative habitats. 

 
 Objective 2 - Protect areas with diverse habitat types in close proximity 

to each other. 
 

 Objective 3 - Protect natural size and age structure and genetic 
diversity of populations in representative habitats. 

 Objective 4 - Protect biodiversity, natural trophic structure and food 
webs in representative habitats. 

b. Goal 2. To help sustain, conserve, and protect marine life populations, 
including those of economic value, and rebuild those that are depleted. 
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 Objective 1 – Help protect or rebuild populations of rare, threatened, 
endangered, depressed, depleted, or overfished species, and the 
habitats and ecosystem functions upon which they rely. 

 
 Objective 2 - Sustain or increase reproduction by species likely to 

benefit from MPAs with emphasis on those species identified as more 
likely to benefit from MPAs and promote retention of large, mature 
individuals. 

 
 Objective 3 - Sustain or increase reproduction by species likely to 

benefit from MPAs with emphasis on those species identified as more 
likely to benefit from MPAs through protection of breeding, spawning, 
foraging, rearing or nursery areas or other areas where species 
congregate. 

 
c. Goal 3. To improve recreational, educational, and study opportunities 

provided by marine ecosystems that are subject to minimal human 
disturbance, and to manage these uses in a manner consistent with 
protecting biodiversity. 

 Objective 1 - Sustain or enhance cultural, recreational, and educational 
experiences and uses (for example, by improving catch rates, 
maintaining high scenic value, lowering congestion, increasing size or 
abundance of species, and protection of submerged sites). 

 Objective 2 - Provide opportunities for scientifically valid studies, 
including studies on MPA effectiveness and other research that 
benefits from areas with minimal or restricted human disturbance. 

 Objective 3 - Provide opportunities for collaborative scientific 
monitoring and research projects that evaluate MPAs that promote 
adaptive management and link with fisheries management, seabird and 
mammals information needs, classroom science curricula, cooperative 
fisheries research and volunteer efforts, and identifies participants. 

d. Goal 4. To protect marine natural heritage, including protection of 
representative and unique marine life habitats in California waters for their 
intrinsic value. 

 Objective 1 - Include within MPAs key and unique habitats identified by 
the MLPA Master Plan Science Advisory Team for this study region. 

 Objective 2 - Include and replicate to the extent possible [practicable], 
representatives of all marine habitats identified in the MLPA or the 
California Marine Life Protection Act Master Plan for Marine Protected 
Areas across a range of depths. 

e. Goal 5. To ensure that California's MPAs have clearly defined objectives, 
effective management measures, and adequate enforcement, and are 
based on sound scientific guidelines. 

 Objective 1 - Minimize negative socio-economic impacts and optimize 
positive socio-economic impacts for all users including coastal 
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dependent entities, communities and interests, to the extent possible, 
and if consistent with the Marine Life Protection Act and its goals and 
guidelines. 

 Objective 2 - Provide opportunities for interested parties to help 
develop objectives, a long-term monitoring plan that includes 
standardized biological and socioeconomic monitoring protocols, a 
long-term education and outreach plan, and a strategy for MPA 
evaluation. 

 Objective 3 - Effectively use scientific guidelines in the California 
Marine Life Protection Act Master Plan for Marine Protected Areas. 

 Objective 4 - Ensure public understanding of, compliance with, and 
stakeholder support for MPA boundaries and regulations. 

 Objective 5 - Include simple, clear, and focused site-specific 
objectives/rationales for each MPA and ensure that site-level rationales 
for each MPA are linked to one or more regional objectives. 

f. Goal 6. To ensure that the state's MPAs are designed and managed to the 
extent possible, as a network. 

 Objective 3 - Ensure ecological connectivity within and between 
regional components of the statewide network. 

 Objective 4 - Provide for protection and connectivity of habitat for those 
species that utilize different habitats over their lifetime. 
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Casino Point Marine Reserve (SMR) 
 
 

1. Introduction 
This SMR has been requested by the residents of Catalina Island, and was designed to 
meet Goal 3 of MLPA, “Protect habitat and fish for non consumptive diver enjoyment.” 
Essential Facts: Casino Point State Marine Reserve 

 
2. Essential Facts: Casino Point State Marine Reserve (SMR) 

 Type of MPA: State Marine Reserve  
 Level of Protection: Very High 
 SMR: 

Area created by the mean high tide and existing buoys and lines maintained by the 
City of Avalon. 

 Miles of Coverage: 
o SMR – 0.01 sq miles  

 Habitats/Features: 
habitat_name  value units 
Hard 30m Proxy  0.23 miles 
Soft 30m Proxy  0.28 miles 
Beaches   0.38 miles 
Hardened Shores  0.09 miles 
Rocky Shores  0.12 miles 
Kelp Persistence  0.25 miles 
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Kelp Maximum  0.47 miles 
Soft 30 - 100m  0.02 sq miles 
Soft All Depths  0.04 sq miles 

 
3. Site Rationale 

Currently, divers in the City of Avalon Dive Park are at risk of injury due to fishing activities 
occurring in the area. The City of Avalon Dive Park is a very well known dive site, which is 
used extensively by the public. Boundaries are easily identified by buoys and lines 
maintained by the City of Avalon. 
 

4. Compliance with SAT Guidelines 
Does not meet SAT guidelines. 
 

5. Goals/Objectives Achieved 
Goal 3. To improve recreational, educational, and study opportunities 
provided by marine ecosystems that are subject to minimal human 
disturbance, and to manage these uses in a manner consistent with 
protecting biodiversity. 

Objective 1 - Sustain or enhance cultural, recreational, and educational experiences 
and uses (for example, by improving catch rates, maintaining high scenic value, 
lowering congestion, increasing size or abundance of species, and protection of 
submerged sites). 

Objective 2 - Provide opportunities for scientifically valid studies, including studies on 
MPA effectiveness and other research that benefits from areas with minimal or 
restricted human disturbance. 

Objective 3 - Provide opportunities for collaborative scientific monitoring and research 
projects that evaluate MPAs that promote adaptive management and link with fisheries 
management, seabird and mammals. 
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Lover’s Cove State Marine Conservation Area (SMCA)  

 
 
1. Introduction 
Lover’s Cove SMCA maintains existing MPA protection with more enforceable boundaries, 
and supports the objectives addressed in Goals 1, 2, 3 and 5. Catalina Island residents have 
requested the inclusion of this MPA in the adopted array. This MPA has existed for decades 
and is well accepted by the public.  
 
2. Essential Facts: Lover’s Cove State Marine Conservation Area (SMCA)  

Type of MPA: State Marine Conservation Area (SMCA) 
 Level of Protection: High 
 SMCA boundaries: 

MPA modified to use straight lines to enhance enforcement. 
Area below the mean high tide and the following lines: 
33 degrees 20.700 minutes N 
118 degrees 18.900 minutes W 
Includes seaward side of Cabrillo Mole 

 Miles of Coverage: 
o 0.06 sq miles  

 Habitats/Features: 
 Soft 30m proxy 
 Soft 30 -100m 
 Soft all depths 
 Rocky shores 
 Hard 30m proxy 
 Hard 30 – 100m 
 Hardened shores 
 Kelp persistence 
 Kelp maximum 
 Rocky shores 

 
3. Site Rationale 

Design consideration - creates straight lines to address feasibility concerns over odd 
shape that previously existed. New shape includes the seaward side of Cabrillo Mole and 
allows pier fishing from the Mole. 
 

4. Compliance with SAT Guidelines 
Does not meet SAT guidelines. 
 

5. Goals/Objectives Achieved 
Goal 1 
To protect the natural diversity and abundance of marine life, and the structure, function, 
and integrity of marine ecosystems.  
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 Objective 1 - Protect and maintain species diversity and abundance consistent with 
natural fluctuations, including areas of high native species diversity and 
representative habitats. 

 Objective 5 - Promote recovery of natural communities from disturbances, both 
natural and human induced, including water quality. 

 
Goal 2 
To help sustain, conserve, and protect marine life populations, including those of 
economic value, and rebuild those that are depleted.  

 
 Objective 2 - Sustain or increase reproduction by species likely to benefit from 

MPAs with emphasis on those species identified as more likely to benefit from 
MPAs and promote retention of large, mature individuals. 

 
Goal 3  
To improve recreational, educational, and study opportunities provided by marine 
ecosystems that are subject to minimal human disturbances, and to manage these 
uses in a manner consistent with protecting biodiversity.  
 
 Objective 1 - Sustain or enhance cultural, recreational, and educational 

experiences and uses (for example, by improving catch rates, maintaining high 
scenic value, lowering congestion, increasing size or abundance of species, and 
protection of submerged sites). 

 
 Objective 2 - Provide opportunities for scientifically valid studies, including studies 

on MPA effectiveness and other research that benefits from areas with minimal or 
restricted human disturbance. 

 
 Objective 3 - Provide opportunities for collaborative scientific monitoring and 

research projects that evaluate MPAs that promote adaptive management and link 
with fisheries management, seabird and mammals information needs, classroom 
science curricula, cooperative fisheries research and volunteer efforts, and 
identifies participants. 

 
Goal 5 
To ensure that south coast California’s MPAs have clearly defined objectives, effective 
management measures, and adequate enforcement, and are based on sound scientific 
guidelines.  
 

 Objective 1 - Minimize negative socio-economic impacts and optimize positive 
socio-economic impacts for all users including coastal dependent entities, 
communities and interests, to the extent possible, and if consistent with the Marine 
Life Protection Act and its goals and guidelines. 

 Objective 2 - Provide opportunities for interested parties to help develop objectives, 
a long-term monitoring plan that includes standardized biological and 
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socioeconomic monitoring protocols, a long-term education and outreach plan, and 
a strategy for MPA evaluation. 

 
 Objective 4 - Ensure public understanding of, compliance with, and stakeholder 

support for MPA boundaries and regulations. 
 

6. Other Regulated Activities 
Anchoring is prohibited. 
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Coastal Connectivity Analysis: Greatest gaps between MPAs with high levels of protection 

for replicates of key habitats having at least 90 % of the species found in that key habitat 
type. (Protected habitats at the offshore islands are not considered within this analysis) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
The backbone MPAs that have qualifying replicates are shown with dark borders. Certain data issues have to 
be resolved favorably for the indicated MPAs as shown in order for these results to apply. 
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Analysis results for 

hydroacoustic survey of 

proposed Laguna SMR 
 
 

Brian Moore 

April 22, 2009 

 

 

 

A hydroacoustic survey was conducted to quantify kelp and hard bottom habitat in the near shore area 
of the proposed Laguna SMA. The results of the analysis showed an estimated 1.33 statute miles of kelp 
and 2.12 statute miles of hard bottom along the survey transects. 
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Background 

The objective of the mobile surveys conducted on 4/8/09 by Dr. Doyle Hanan was to collect 
hydroacoustic data in the near shore area of a proposed MPA site near Laguna Beach, CA. The 
hydroacoustic data was then sent to BioSonics for analysis, the results of which would be used for the 
determination of the extent of kelp and hard bottom in the area of the survey transects. 

Methods 

The hydroacoustic data collected during the mobile survey was sent to BioSonics and was analyzed using 
EcoSAV and VBT software programs.  

EcoSAV is the BioSonics software program which enables the detection and measurement of submerged 
aquatic vegetation. The processing algorithms in BioSonics EcoSAV analyze the returning echo envelope 
(the digital record of all the energy returning to the sonar transducer) and then determine bottom 
depth, plant presence/absence, plant height, and areal coverage.  The plant data is geo-referenced and 
output in a format compatible with most commercially available mapping and GIS software applications 
(Stevens et al. 2008).  BioSonics EcoSAV has been extensively field tested and validated for detection 
and discrimination between species of submerged plants using BioSonics echosounders (BioSonics 
2004a, Winfield et al., 2007). 

VBT (Visual Bottom Typer) is a post processing software package that provides the ability to classify 
bottom substrates using one of four scientifically proven techniques – the data for this survey was 
analyzed using the fractal dimension technique.   

VBT uses a supervised classification process. It compares the characteristics of a known bottom type 
(groundtruthed by physical sampling methods such as grabs, video, diver, etc…) to the unknown data. 
The bottom substrate data is geo-referenced with latitude and longitude from an incoming GPS data 
stream during data collection.  BioSonics VBT has been extensively field tested and validated for 
detection and discrimination between bottom substrate types using BioSonics echosounders. This 
software has been used in determining bottom substrate types in marine reserve areas (Bonacito et al. 
2002). 

Results 

The total straight line distance along the survey transects that were determined to have kelp was 1.33 
statute miles (see Table 1). The shape of the actual survey transects were influenced by the dense kelp 
beds and the fact that the transducer for the echosounder was being towed. The straight line distance 
for the kelp was made by “collapsing” the individual transects together and then measuring the length 
of the resulting line (see map back page).  

The total straight line distance along the survey transects that were determined to have hard bottom 
was 2.12 statute miles (see Table 1) - the straight line distance for the hard bottom is not shown on the 
map for clarity sake. The straight line distance for the hard bottom was made by “collapsing” the 
individual transects together and then measuring the length of the resulting line. The “hard bottom” 
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substrate was groundtruthed by Dr. Hanan through a variety of techniques including grabs and video at 
the same time the acoustic data was being collected. The hard bottom substrate may contain a variety 
of physical components including gravel, cobble, and boulders. There may also be mixed types including 
sandy gravel and light sediment over hard bottom. Hard bottom would not include substrates such of 
soft mud. Areas of dense SAV may also be classified as not being hard bottom. 

Kelp Hard bottom 
  meters miles meters miles 
Total Length Along Transects 2921.9 1.82 8776.9 5.45 
Straight Line Length 2137.5 1.33 3417.2 2.12 

Table 1 

Table 1 shows the estimated lengths of the labeled substrate types. The “Total Length Along Transects” 
is just the distance of the transect that contained the specific substrate type. 

Discussion 

Using single beam hydroacoustics for habitat mapping is a standard technique and has been used 
successfully by private companies, local, state, and federal agencies (Hoffman et al. 2001). One 
advantage that single beam hydroacoustics has over both side scan and multibeam sonar systems is 
resolution. The echosounder used for this survey was transmitting 8 times/second and the returning 
signal is digitized at a rate of 41,667 samples /second. The collection rates are high enough to distinguish 
details as small as 1.8 cm. and fast enough to sustain relatively high survey speeds (6-8 kts depending on 
conditions). Another advantage that single beam hydroacoustic techniques have over other remote 
sensing technologies is that the data collected on one survey can be analyzed in a variety of ways. As an 
example, the data collected on this survey could be analyzed for not only bottom classification and SAV, 
but also for fish biomass (including size distribution) and bathymetry.  

A robust approach for habitat assessment should rely on data obtained from a suite of tools and 
techniques. Since all methods have their inherent strengths and weaknesses, relying solely on the data 
from one sensor could bias the results of the analysis. Single beam hydroacoustics is a standard remote 
sensing technology that can be used in a variety ways and should be considered an important source of 
useful and defensible information.  
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Merit McCrea: 
1) Slides

a) Relative preservation benefits

Conservation Value by proposal 
and Management regime 
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b) Relative  sustainable fisheries benefits 

Ultimate Economic Value
by Management and Proposal
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c) Ecotrust fisheries costs

Ecotrust Percentage loss of 
fisheries opportunity

Ecotrust: Percent loss
(Commercial Market Profit)
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d) Trade off, cons mgmt preservation benefits and sustainable fisheries costs
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The trade-off:
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Narrative: 
The group 2 proposal continues to capture the greatest level of on the water 
support. This has been shown to be critical to MPA success globally. Although 
the IPA compares similarly to it in modeling and socio-economic analysis, both 
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the Group 1 and Group 3 proposals are considerably more costly. The IPA 
proposes to close fisheries access to several critical geographies that cost it 
support. Further, group 2 has gone to great effort to gather support from many 
diverse interests for that proposal, and therefore the MLPA itself. Robert 
Fletcher, past chief Deputy Director of the California Department of Fish and 
Game and past chair of the Pacific Fishery Management Council will speak to 
this. In many ways MPAs on the scale considered here are about natural 
resource allocation first, and conservation second.) 
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Robert Fletcher: 
Proposal 2 – Intelligent Conservation with Cross-Interest Support

Good afternoon Commissioners, my name is Bob Fletcher, an advisor to the 
Sportfishing Association of California, and part of the RSG, and helped to develop 
the Group 2 Alternative you have received. 

In a study area with over 14 million citizens and over 35 distinctively different 
recreational and commercial fisheries, Proposal 2 met almost every size and spacing 
guideline while avoiding areas of degraded water quality and minimizing the socio-
economic impacts to those fisheries.  In a region dominated by sand bottom that 
created huge pressure to place MPAs in most of the productive fishing grounds 
remaining, Proposal 2 pulled together commercial fishermen, sport fishermen and 
port and harbor interests in a unique partnership that over 13 months resulted in a 
true ‘conservation’ solution- one that had broad industry support. 

Proposal 2 was the ‘real’ winner in cross-interest support in the RSG, and today 
many of the members of Group One would speak out, if asked, supporting Proposal 
2.  We are all aware of the fiscal crisis facing California, and the reality is that only 
Proposal 2 will provide fishermen and harbor masters’ support to be the DFG’s 
‘eyes on the water’.  Departing from the intelligent direction created by Proposal 2 
would result in having the ‘illusion of protection’ without that reality.  You as 
Commissioners have repeatedly heard from the warden force that they simply 
cannot enforce any more MPAs with current funds and staffing.  You as 
Commissioners know that the only way to even come close to a successful
completion of the south coast phase of the MLPA is to have broad fishing industry 
support for any alternative you choose to adopt.  Finally, you as Commissioners 
should take the bold step towards intelligent, conservation oriented implementation 
of the MLPA by adopting the Group Proposal 2. 

Representatives of the many and disparate south coast commercial and recreational 
fisheries poured out their heart and soul over 13 long months to put together 
Proposal 2.  Throughout this long stretch the Fishermens’ Information Network 
(FIN) worked tirelessly with members of the RSG to craft a solution they could live 
with. 

Please award that monumental effort by letting them know that you heard them.  
Don’t throw away their blood, sweat and time-tell them how you appreciated their 
work by adopting Proposal 2.  The IPA is a political deal; Proposal 2 is the real deal. 
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Mick Kronman: 
Good afternoon, Mr. President and Commissioners.  My name is Mick Kronman.
I’m the Harbormaster in Santa Barbara and as a Stakeholder during Southern 
California’s MLPA process was privileged to be among those who crafted the 
Group 2 proposal.

There’s no doubt that a great environmental challenge of our time is balancing the 
conservation and utilization of natural resources.  This was precisely the focus of 
Group 2’s efforts, which advance laudable conservation goals of the Marine Life 
Protection Act while limiting impacts to the people and businesses upon whom the 
survival of Southern California’s marine economy and coastal culture depend.

It’s essential to remember that while fisheries management and MPAs are holistic 
partners in the pursuit of ecological health and sustainable fisheries, California’s 
fisheries are already among the most strictly regulated in the world.  As such, 
Group 2’s members, who brought to the table 350 years of at-sea experience and a 
commensurate almanac of fisheries and habitat knowledge, were acutely mindful of 
the consequence of over-reaching MPAs, including relocation and congestion of 
effort that harms marine resources and those who depend upon them for food, 
commerce and recreation.

Mr. President, the state’s economy is at a crawl, with projected annual deficits 
exceeding $20 billion for the next five years.  Unnecessarily draining it of more jobs 
will impact mortgages, health care, education and recreational opportunities that 
keep us solvent, healthy, productive and sane.  In turn, Group 2’s modest, 
thoughtful array protects key habitats and jobs while keeping our harbors from 
becoming boardwalks of blight where novelty stores and curio shops supplant the 
hum of working waterfronts and flat-line the century-old heartbeat of Southern 
California’s coastal communities. 

For this range of protections it offers, I strongly urge you to support the Group 2 
proposal as the preferred alternative.   It is the true center.   

Thank you.
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6/19/2009 McCrea   1

To all concerned parties, 

I am following up on a comment presentation that I’d made to the Science Advisory Team (SAT) at 
their June 18, 2009 meeting with respect to 90% species richness in the 0-30 meter rocky bottom 
habitats.

Introduction:
The SAT has put forward a recommendation that for the purposes of meeting the goals of the MLPA, 
in order for an area of a key habitat type to count as a replicate of that habitat type, enough of that 
habitat to contain at least 90% of the species typically found in that habitat should be within a 
qualifying marine protected area (meeting minimum size and level of protection thresholds). For these 
purposes an analysis was done of key habitat types with respect to observed species densities. For 0-30 
meter rocky habitat the data used were the CRANE survey data. This analysis supported that a linear 
along shore measure of roughly 1.14 miles would capture roughly 90 % of this species richness, or 
diversity, as it is being referred to in this process (figure 1). 

Figure 1: Michaelis-Menten kinetics curve fit to CRANE spp data. 

In order to facilitate the identification of the location and extent of this habitat type within the Southern 
California study region three linear proxies have been developed to date. One is the 0-30 meter depth 
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6/19/2009 McCrea   2

rocky bottom linear proxy. The two others were developed using multi-year aerial photometric surveys 
of kelp canopy. They are the persistent kelp linear proxy and the maximum kelp linear proxy. 

Key questions that have been raised within the MPA planning community of the Southern California 
Regional Stakeholder Group (RSG) are which proxy is the most appropriate to use and how much of a 
given proxy measure is most appropriate in order to be counted as a replicate of this habitat type for 
MPA array analysis purposes. 
Each of these proxies are viewable in the online GIS tool Marinemap. Also viewable are the CRANE 
survey sites. 

I would like to note that Donna Schroeder and I made the initial identification of several of these sites. 
The Love Lab dive team did initial surveys there. These were at Santa Rosa Island and were the sites at 
Bee Rock, Cluster Point, Chickasaw, South Point, and Jolla Vieja (Old Jolly site). We also identified 
the Monaco’s site but were not able to complete a survey due to weather conditions at the time. We 
selected these sites on the basis of local knowledge of suitable reef areas, and regional location. Much 
of this local knowledge was gained during a period in which the kelp canopy was absent allowing me 
easy access into these areas for fishing. The primary criterion was rocky reef no deeper than about 70 
feet in an extent that was sufficient to support the placement of all transects as a block providing for 
inner, middle and outer reef transects. This is rather than as a single line of transects scattered up and 
down the island. Often some of the transects in an array were under kelp canopy. There were usually 
kelp stipes in all transects, although frequently not dense or tall enough to be canopy forming. At times 
current would prevent a canopy from showing where at other times it did.  

In addition I happened to encounter Dr. Jenn Caselle by chance today and asked her about the CRANE 
and PISCO surveys that have been done under her supervision previously, since and at the other sites 
that her team has been surveying since 1999. She confirmed the same general survey site selection 
criteria and observations as I have made here, adding that she makes an effort to keep same site 
transect areas in roughly the same geographic locations and depths from survey to survey of a given 
site, regardless of the observed kelp at the time. 

I noticed that one or both kelp proxies were not always present at the CRANE sites as shown in 
Marinmap or using ARCgis to view the same layers as shapefiles (fig. 2) 
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6/19/2009 McCrea   3

Figure 2: Marinmap view of eastern Santa Cruz Island, Santa Barbara, California, USA. 
CRANE sites are indicated using pale blue squares, there are five shown. The maximum kelp 
proxy is symbolized as an olive green line, and the persistent kelp proxy is as a bright green 
line. Of the five CRANE sites in view, two have both proxies present, two have just 
maximum kelp and one has neither proxy present. 

Methods:

I analyzed the correlation of each kelp proxy to the known correct habitat type at the CRANE sites by 
noting presence-absence for each CRANE site that I could find. I found 46 CRANE sites and expect 
that this is either a census of all of them or very nearly so. This is a “bottom line” type of analysis and 
so long as there is a strong correlation between a proxy and the correct habitat type, the actual proxy 
used should not matter. This should be true even if the correlation is a fractional one, just so long as it 
is consistent across space and relatively evenly distributed at larger spatial scales. 

Results:
I found that roughly 60 % of the sites had persistent kelp and 90 % had maximum kelp, Bight wide 
(fig. 3) 
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6/19/2009 McCrea   4

Figure 3: The fraction of CRANE sites observed to have persistent kelp present and the fraction 
observed to have maximum kelp. Note that the sites that have persistent kelp are a subset of 
those that have maximum kelp. Roughly 20 % of CRANE sites had just the maximum kelp 
proxy in association with their location and 12 % had neither kelp proxy in association with 
them. 

Discussion:

The strict interpretation of these findings is that the type of 0-30 meter rocky habitats for which 1.14 
miles of is required to reasonably expect to have captured 90 % of the species diversity has the 
persistent kelp proxy in association with it about 60% of the time and the maximum kelp proxy in 
association with it about 90 % of the time. If one knows that these habitats are strongly and nearly 
exclusively associated with kelp, as well as most often co-occurring in an evenly distributed fashion 
one can take the next logical step. One can use these findings to weight the 1.14 miles of this habitat 
required for 90% diversity in order to derive a concomitant requirement of there being that certain 
measure of kelp proxy as well. This would serve to assure that the correct habitat type was indeed 
selected, by virtue of having that measure of kelp that was typically found to be in association with the 
surveyed habitat across all sites. I have done this (fig. 4).
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Figure 4: Co-occurrence weighted kelp proxy values for the entire study region and each bio-
geographic sub-region. The sub-region proxy values are weighted to the co-occurrence 
observed within the given sub-region only. Note that the difference between the kelp proxy 
miles of each type required for each sub-region is relatively consistent at about 0.3 miles. 
Nonetheless two sub-regions stand out with slightly bigger differences. These are the South 
Mainland and the Mid Islands. 

On this basis, the answer I derived to the initial question of how much of which proxy is the 
appropriate measure to apply in order to meet the requirements for having enough kelp to allow for 
capturing 90 % of the diversity that is found within 0-30meter rocky habitats is: 

1. It doesn’t really matter which kelp proxy one uses. 
2. If one uses the maximum kelp proxy the minimum amount would be about a mile. 
3. If one uses the persistent kelp proxy the minimum amount would be about 0.7 miles. 

It’s important to note that this analysis had the benefit of hindsight, not available to others during the 
development of each proxy and the initial recommendation. 

Accompanying this report you will find the data spreadsheet used. 

Respectfully submitted 

Merit McCrea 
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Responses to Comment Letter A20_xi 

Response to Comment A20_xi: This letter is an attachment to comment A20_v 
above. Comment noted. 
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Responses to Comment Letter A21 

Response to Comment A21-1: Comment noted. 

Response to Comment A21-2: Comment noted. See Master Response 2 and Master 
Response 5. 

Response to Comment A21-3: Comment noted. See text provided in the preamble of 
this section on the 15-day extension that was granted by the Commission. 
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Subject: Fwd: MLPA CEQA Comments
From: Susan Ashcraft
Date: Thu, 09 Sep 2010 10:14:00
To: "Napoli, Thomas" <TNapoli@dfg.ca.gov>
_______________________________________________________

****NOTE NEW CONTACT INFORMATION*******

Susan Ashcraft
Senior Marine Biologist 
Supervisor - Marine Protected Areas
California Dept. of Fish and Game
1812 Ninth Street  |  Sacramento, CA 95811
Tel (916) 445-6451  |  Cell (650) 222-9036  |  Fax (916) 445-6458
sashcraft@dfg.ca.gov  |  www.dfg.ca.gov 

“Pursuant to Governor’s Executive Order S-12-10, I will be out of the
office on the second, third and fourth Friday of each month

>>> < William_Barnett@putnam.com > Mon, 23 Aug 10, 11:30 AM >>>

Please see Dr. Barnett's comments below.
      He is a Nobel Peace Prize winner and just retired from Scripps
      Institute of Oceanography after 35+ years of service.
      He is also one of the world's foremost authorities on El Nino/La
      Nina.
      His points should immediately be brought to the attention of all
      involved as
      they could/should halt the entire 'process'...much more analysis
      needs to be done before final decisions can be made.  The thought of
      'permanently' changing all of these areas in light of the comments
      below seems suspect and cannot stand-up to scientific scrutiny.

      Willie...I looked over the EIR.  I see serious scientific short
      comings as noted below:

      1.  There are no metrics that will allow anyone to know if the
      draconian
      measures being proposed are successful or not.  Similarly there
      appear to
      be no metrics describing the past behavior of species in the
      designated

A22_1
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      zones so we have no idea of their natural variability over the past
      decades, e.g. during el nino and la nina.  Without such metrics the
      whole
      program is without guidelines to manage it or control programmatic
      actions.
      2.  There is no indication of the kinds of models they used to define
      these regions.  Without some kind of modeling efforts the number and
      location of the closed zones is arbitrary and capricious.  Further
      there
      is the problem of model verification on independent data....any fool
      can
      make a model but testing its validity is another issue.
      3.  There is no time line for the program.  How often will there be
      reviews., progress reports, etc?  How long will the program last;
      'forever' is not an acceptable answer and likely not legal.
      4.  No where do they talk about an independent oversight board.  The
      drastic actions they plan offer to remove the public from the oceans
      of
      SoCAL.  We need someone besides CF&G to monitor the effort.
      5.  With respect to the SMCA region off Bird Rock (La Jolla)....the
      boundaries they
      establish are purely capricious.  We have observed that over the last
      40
      years the creatures in that zone seem to exist today in about the
      same
      numbers as they did in olden times.  Do they have any facts to refute
      those eye witness observations?  I imagine not, which gets us back to
      item
      1 above.

William E. Barnett
Senior Vice President
Putnam Investments
619-770-8588
----- Forwarded by William Barnett/AND/PutnamInv on 08/23/2010 11:20 AM
-----
|------------>
| From:      |
|------------>
  >---------------------------------------------------------
------------------------------------------------------------
-----------------------------|
  |Sean Hastings < Sean.Hastings@noaa.gov >
                                                                       |

A22-1 con't
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  >---------------------------------------------------------
------------------------------------------------------------
-----------------------------|
|------------>
| To:        |
|------------>
  >---------------------------------------------------------
------------------------------------------------------------
-----------------------------|
   |William_Barnett@putnam.com
                                                                       |
  >---------------------------------------------------------
------------------------------------------------------------
-----------------------------|
|------------>
| Date:      |
|------------>
  >---------------------------------------------------------
------------------------------------------------------------
-----------------------------|
  |08/23/2010 10:43 AM
                                                                     |
  >---------------------------------------------------------
------------------------------------------------------------
-----------------------------|
|------------>
| Subject:   |
|------------>
  >---------------------------------------------------------
------------------------------------------------------------
-----------------------------|
  |Re: Fw: Fw: Draft Environmental Impact Report Now Available for Proposed
South Coast Marine Protected Areas                                       |
  >---------------------------------------------------------
------------------------------------------------------------
-----------------------------|

Willie,

Thanks for forwarding, I recommend forwarding them in one of the prescribed
methods below so that they are officially recorded and addressed.

Sean
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 William_Barnett@putnam.com  wrote:
      Sean-  please see Dr. Barnett's comments below.  He is a Nobel Peace
      Prize winner and just retired from Scripps Institute of Oceanography
      after 35+ years of service.  He is also one of the world's foremost
      authorities on El Nino/La Nina.  His points should immediately be
      brought to the attention of all involved as they could/should halt
      the entire 'process'...much more needs to be done before our coast
      line is permanently taken from us.  The decision makers need to be
      informed and held accountable for their actions.

      Thank you,

      Willie Barnett
      Senior Vice-President
      619-770-8588

      ----- Original Message -----
      From: "Tim Barnett"  [tbarnett-ul@ucsd.edu]
      Sent: 08/22/2010 12:56 PM MST
      To: William Barnett
      Cc:  ed.zieralski@uniontrib.com ;  tbarnett-ul@ucsd.edu ; "Steve Krogh"
      < steven.krogh@lpl.com >;  terabytesupply@san.rr.com ;
       bbarnett100@cox.net
      Subject: Re: Fw: Draft Environmental Impact Report Now Available for
      Proposed South Coast Marine Protected Areas

      willie...i looked over the EIR/EA or whatever.  I see serious short
      comings as noted below:
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      1.  There are no metrics that will allow anyone to know if the
      draconian
      measures being proposed are successful or not.  similarly there
      appear to
      be no metrics describing the past behavior of critters in the
      designated
      zones so we have no idea of their natural variability over the past
      decades, e.g. during el nino and la nina.  without such metrics the
      whole
      program is without guidelines to manage it or control programmatic
      actions.
      2.  There is no indication of the kinds of models they used to define
      these regions.  Without some kind of modeling efforts the number and
      location of the closed zones is arbitrary and capricious.  Further
      there
      is the problem of model verification on independent data....any fool
      can
      make a model but testing its validity is another issue.
      3.  There is no time line for the program.  How often will there be
      reviews., progress reports, etc?  How long will the program last;
      'forever' is not an acceptable answer and likely not within their
      power.
      4.  No where do they talk about an independent oversight board.  The
      drastic actions they plan offer to remove the public from the oceans
      of
      SoCAL.  We need someone besides CF&G to monitor the effort.
      5.  With respect to our region off Bird Rock....the boundaries they
      establish are purely capricious.  We have observed that over the last
      40
      years the creatures in that zone seem to exist today in about the
      same
      numbers as they did in olden times.  Do they have any facts to refute
      those eye witness observations?  I imagine not, which gets us back to
      item
      1 above.
      ED/Willie....can you see a use for these observations?    best,
      tim/dad

            Buried in all this, is the fact that they just made some 'no
            take' areas
            even bigger.  Specifically the South La Jolla SMCA.....There
            goes 30 years
            of Lobster diving!!
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            Please review the following link for information on an
            innovative solution
            for today's markets.

             https://www.putnam.com/absolute_return/

            William E. Barnett
            Senior Vice President
            Putnam Investments
            619-770-8588
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Responses to Comment Letter A22 

Response to Comment A22-1: Comment noted. See Master Response 2.  

Response to Comment A22-2: Comment noted. See Master Response 2. Section 
2.4.3 of the Draft EIR describes the SAT guidance on MPA network design. The design of 
possible MPA networks is part of a comprehensive stakeholder process. 

Response to Comment A22-3: The California Marine Life Protection Act Draft 
Master Plan for Marine Protected Areas adopted by the Fish and Game Commission in 
December of 2008 states, “A comprehensive review of monitoring results and performance 
should be conducted every five years.” If monitoring results are not consistent with the goals 
and objectives of an individual MPA, the region, and overall network, recommendations 
should be developed for altering the MPAs and their management. In addition to these 
planned comprehensive reviews, preliminary monitoring results and updates on monitoring 
progress will be provided to the Commission annually. At least every three years, the 
Commission is required to receive and act upon proposals to add, delete, or modify MPAs. A 
long-term schedule incorporating these annual updates and triennial reviews will be 
established. 

Response to Comment A22-4: Comment noted. The MPA Monitoring Enterprise is 
tasked with leading the development of efficient, cost-effective monitoring of MPAs 
established under the Marine Life Protection Act (MLPA).The MPA Monitoring Enterprise 
was launched in 2007 under the auspices of the California Ocean Science Trust (OST). OST 
is a non-profit, 501(c)(3) organization established pursuant to the Coastal Ocean Resources 
Stewardship Act of 2000 to provide scientific guidance to the state on ocean policy issues.  

Response to Comment A22-5: The Commission disagrees that the proposed 
boundaries are capricious. As detailed in Section 2.0, specifically 2.3 to 2.6, of the Draft EIR, 
there has been a very deliberative, transparent, scientifically and stakeholder based approach, 
guided by the MLPA and Master Plan, supporting each proposed MPA. 
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Subject: Fwd: Mpa ceqa comments
From: Susan Ashcraft
Date: Thu, 09 Sep 2010 10:14:00
To: "Napoli, Thomas" <TNapoli@dfg.ca.gov>
_______________________________________________________

****NOTE NEW CONTACT INFORMATION*******

Susan Ashcraft
Senior Marine Biologist 
Supervisor - Marine Protected Areas
California Dept. of Fish and Game
1812 Ninth Street  |  Sacramento, CA 95811
Tel (916) 445-6451  |  Cell (650) 222-9036  |  Fax (916) 445-6458
sashcraft@dfg.ca.gov  |  www.dfg.ca.gov 

“Pursuant to Governor’s Executive Order S-12-10, I will be out of the
office on the second, third and fourth Friday of each month

>>> Fred Rohrs < frohrs@gmail.com > Fri, 27 Aug 10, 8:25 AM >>>
It is very sad that during a time when funding is cut and the state services
are held back the MPA's are being proposed.  The increased enforcement load
on the DFG and the monitering companies only service the hired companies
funded by special interest groups like the Packard foundation.  The state
already many MPA at the channel islands that they rarely service and produce
no tangible study results from.  It is very important to create a baseline
of species count before the MPA's are created so that your results have
validity.  These proposals have a direct effect on my lifestyle and well
being.  I oppose this with all my heart.

--
Fred Rohrs
119 Hollister Ranch
Gaviota, CA 93117
 FRohrs@gmail.com 

Letter A23

A23-1
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Responses to Comment Letter A23 

Response to Comment A23-1: See last paragraph of Master Response 1. 

The Commission disagrees that enforcement needs will benefit hired companies. There is no 
profit incentive for enforcement from the creation of MPAs. Furthermore, primary 
enforcement responsibility lies with the California Department of Fish and Game Wardens, 
with assistance from other local, state and federal enforcement officers. See response to 
Comment A13-31 and Master Response 9. 

The California Department of Fish and Game will direct monitoring efforts in partnership 
with the Monitoring Enterprise. To date, California’s MPAs have been monitored by a wide 
array of state and federal agency scientists, and University of California and other public and 
private academic scientists. 

For detailed information on the tangible performance of the Channel Islands MPAs, please 
see the Channel Islands Marine Protected Areas – First Five Years of Monitoring: 2003-
2008 available at http://www.dfg.ca.gov/marine/channel_islands/fiveyears.asp. 

Regarding baseline data, please see Master Response 2. 
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from Newport Harbor to Dana Point are to be given a designation as SMCA,
State Marine Conservation Area.  Nothing may ever be taken from a
Reserve, but fishing and commercial take of some organisms may be taken
in a Conservation area. See 3.4.1 and 3.4.2 in the part titled Project
Description.  The proposed MLPA for Laguna lists some exceptions: From
north of Emerald Bay to Sea Cliff in South Laguna the area will be
called a Conservation Area, but all of it will be treated like a Reserve
area because it will all be a no take zone.  Look at Section 3, Project
Description, page 33 for the exceptions.  Is this correct?  If this area
is going to be treated like a reserve then why call it a conservation
area?

If you will scroll down the entire map of the southern coast you will
see that only Laguna Beach is asked to give up use of the entire
coastline of city beaches.  To be asked to give up that much of the
coastline there should be hard evidence to show there is a specific
purpose that cannot be fulfilled at any other site.  According to
testimony at the first meeting of the MLPA in Carlsbad the DFG will not
know why the area is needed until a baseline study is completed which
will take a minimum of 3 years to complete.  Why are Laguna Beach
residents being asked to give up the entire portion of Laguna Beach city
beaches before a specific purpose is delineated? 

I am confused by the points which are listed under Other Restrictions on
page 33.  The statement is made that boats may only be launched in day
light hours in designated launch areas. Launch sites however are not
named, listed  or identified. There are no designated launch sites
identified on the map within the MLPA boundaries for Laguna Beach.  The
only designated launch areas I know of in Orange County are located in
Newport Harbor and Dana Point Harbor.  The regulations also state that
no boat may be anchored in the MLPA when it is dark.  If boats can only
be launched in specific areas then what recourse will be available for
the people who live in Laguna and want to launch a dory or kayak from
the beach? What options will be available to those people who want to
launch a stand-up paddle board (SUP) from the beach to go for a paddle.
Will everyone have to haul their dories, kayaks and SUPs to one of the
harbors to a designated launch site?  In case you don't know it, the
Coast Guard considers a stand-up paddle board as a boat and as such is
required to follow the rules for water craft. That would mean no one
could launch an SUP off the beach in Laguna.  This is the twist in this
regulation. People may swim, row, paddle, sail or drive a boat through
the MLPA, but they cannot launch a boat anywhere except at a boat
launch.  What is going to happen with the kayak and SUP businesses in

A24_i-1
(cont.)

A24_i-2

A24_i-3
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Laguna Beach if the MLPA is enacted as now proposed?  Please explain
where dories, kayaks and SUPs fit into this regulation.  Will it be
legal to launch a dory or a small boat with a motor from the beach
within the boundaries of the MLPA?  Can a catamaran be launched from the
beach under this regulation?  If craft can only launch during daylight
hours then how is term daylight to be defined?  Laguna Beach residents
have a long history of maintaining small water craft on the beach and
accessing the ocean across the sand.  If it is not the intent of this
Act to restrict small water craft launches from the beach, then it needs
to be written clearly in the document.

According to the regulations boats may not anchor in an MLPA during
night time.  Therefore, it will be illegal for people to drive/sail
their boats to Laguna and anchor to watch the 4th of July fireworks. Is
this a correct statement?  Is the intent of the MLPA regulations to
restrict this type of activity?

How about the occasional tourist who sails along the coast and wants to
anchor somewhere between Newport and Dana Point.  Will it be legal for a
pleasure craft to anchor within the boundaries of the MLPA during the
night?  Water outside of the MLPA would be too deep to allow temporary
anchorage.  The Laguna Beach lifeguard department does not have the
ability to enforce such a rule.  Who will be expected to regulate this
activity?

The next series of questions are based on 34 years of teaching
experience in Orange County.  I find it unsettling that no one may
collect water samples from the ocean within the MLPA for the purpose of
testing unless they have a permit from the Department of Fish and Game
(DFG).  With this restriction every biology and marine science teacher
along the coast will have to go through the process of gaining permits
to be able to collect water samples.  Many lab activities that have been
normal for Orange County science classes will be restricted by the
regulations in the present proposal.  Who will be able to obtain a
permit?  What will be the process for gaining a collecting permit?  What
will the costs be?  What credentials will be required to gain a permit?
How long will a permit be granted?  Will there be any restrictions as to
the number of permits that will be given out?

A24_i-3
(cont.)
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How often will the MLPA rules be re-evaluated?  Are there regulations
specifying when re-evaluation must occur?

At the first meeting in the southern section for the MLPA I asked if it
was likely that any of the areas in the proposed MLPAs would be returned
to normal use in my life time.  One of the members of the DFG was quite
blunt when he answered my question.  He said, "No".  Was he correct?
Has there ever been a Conservation or Reserve Area, as is recommended
for Laguna waters, that has ever been returned to normal use?  How many
places have been returned to normal use?  How long had each of those
areas been zoned a Conservation or Reserve Area before it was returned
to normal use?

If you are not the right person to answer these questions will you
please direct me to the person I should contact?

Thank you,

Dale Ghere

915 Meadowlark Lane 

Laguna Beach, CA  92651

949-494-1496

dmghere@gmail.com

_______________________________________________________

Attachment: TEXT17.htm

A24_i-8

A24_i-9
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Responses to Comment Letter A24_i 

Response to Comment A24_i-1: As noted in the second paragraph under “Proposed 
Modification of Boundaries” within Section 3.5.29 of the Draft EIR sec. 3.5.29, the options 
that include an SMCA designation for portions of the Laguna Beach MPA do so because 
activities related to maintenance and operation of the Aliso Creek treatment facility outfall 
pipe are incompatible with SMR designation (see discussion regarding this general issue in 
sec. 2.4.11). This is why these areas are not proposed as SMRs, although like SMRs, the 
Laguna Beach SMCAs would not allow fishing. No changes to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response to Comment A24_i-2: The stakeholders proposed MPAs off Laguna so 
that key science guidelines could be met for certain key habitats and to met the spacing 
requirements of those key habitats. This is especially true for the SMR that was proposed in 
all the stakeholder proposals, including the IPA. For information on the science guidelines 
used during the planning process, please see Section 2.4 of the Draft EIR. The adjacent 
SMCAs that were proposed north and south of the reserves were included primarily to 
protect the intertidal zone and tidepool areas and to continue the educational opportunities 
these MPAs foster. These MPAs were also existing MPAs. Generally speaking, members of 
the community and the stakeholders supported keeping these MPAs within the SCSR 
network, although the boundaries and take allowances had to be adjusted to conform to the 
feasibility criteria.  

Response to Comment A24_i-3: Comment noted. Because the comment does not 
fundamentally alter the impact analysis in the Draft EIR, no changes to the Draft EIR are 
required. The comment has been forwarded to the regulatory process. 

Response to Comment A24_i-4: Section 3.5.31 of the Final EIR has been updated to 
reflect the regulatory options for the Laguna Beach SMCA options 6 through 10 within the 
amended ISOR. Option 2 for other regulated activities removes the restriction on boat 
launching and anchoring within the Laguna Beach MPA. 

Response to Comment A24_i-5: Anchoring during non-daylight hours would not be 
prohibited along the entire coast between Newport and Dana Point regardless of which MPA 
boundary options the Commission selects in this region, since both the Crystal Cove and 
Dana Point MPA regulations would not prohibit such anchoring. However, anchoring during 
non-daylight hours would be prohibited in the Laguna Beach MPA. See “Proposed 
Modification of Other Regulated Activities” in Draft EIR sections 3.5.27, 3.5.29, and 3.5.32. 
No changes to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response to Comment A24_i-6: Temporary anchorage in the Laguna Beach region 
during daylight hours would not be prohibited. Regarding such activity during non-daylight 
hours, see the response to comment A24_i-5. Anchoring and access for enforcement and 
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emergency response services will not be impacted by the designation of an MPA. See 
sections 3.6.2, and 8.2.2.1. No changes to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response to Comment A24_i-7: Comment noted. Information regarding scientific 
collecting permits is conveniently located on the Department’s web site at 
http://www.dfg.ca.gov/wildlife/nongame/research_permit/. No changes to the Draft EIR are 
required. 

Response to Comment A24_i-8: See response A22-3. 

Response to Comment A24_i-9: Comment noted. MPAs will be managed adaptively 
based on monitoring results on a five year review cycle. No changes to the Draft EIR are 
required.  
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Subject: Re: Re: information for the souther section
From: Dale and Marilyn Ghere
Date: Mon, 27 Sep 2010 13:32:00
cc: "Egly, Jane" <jhegly@aol.com>
cc: "Iseman, Toni" <tiseman2@aol.com>
cc: "Pearson, Elizabeth" <elizabethpearson2@cox.net>
cc: "Rollinger, Verna" <vernarollinger@cox.net>
cc: "Ota, Becky" <BOta@dfg.ca.gov>
cc: "Erickson, Matt" <MERICKSON@dfg.ca.gov>
cc: "Ashcraft, Susan" <SAshcraft@dfg.ca.gov>
cc: "Napoli, Thomas" <TNapoli@dfg.ca.gov>
cc: "Shea, Adrianna" <ASHEA@fgc.ca.gov>
cc: "FGC" <FGC@fgc.ca.gov>
cc: "Boyd, Kelly" <kellyboyd2006@gmail.com>
To: "Miller-Henson, Melissa" <melissa@resources.ca.gov>
cc: "Sayce, Kelly" <kelly@strategicearth.com>
_______________________________________________________

Hello Melissa,

Thank you for forwarding my letter to the proper sources.  I will let you
know when my questions have been answered.  Your help is greatly
appreciated.

Dale Ghere

On Wed, Sep 22, 2010 at 7:05 PM, Melissa Miller-Henson <
melissa@resources.ca.gov> wrote:

>  Dear Dale,
>
>
>
> Many thanks for your message and questions about the proposed marine
> protected areas in the south coast study region, especially those in the
> Laguna Beach area.
>
>
>
> The MPA Monitoring Enterprise forwarded your message to me in hopes that I
> might be able to answer your questions; since I am mostly involved in the
> planning phase of MLPA implementation, there are other folks who are much
> more knowledgeable about the California Fish and Game Commission’s
> regulatory process and the management of marine protected areas.
>
>
>

Letter A24_ii
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> I have copied several California Department of Fish and Game staff who have
> been working on the south coast MPAs proposal on behalf of the commission
> and who may be able to answer your questions.  I have also copied commission
> staff so that they are aware of your questions and concerns.  I hope this is
> helpful.
>
>
>
> With regards,
>
>
>
> Melissa Miller-Henson
>
> Program Manager
>
> California MLPA Initiative
>
> 916.654.2506
>
>
>
>
>
> *From:* Dale and Marilyn Ghere [mailto:dmghere@gmail.com]
> *Sent:* Tuesday, September 21, 2010 2:14 PM
> *To:* MPA Monitoring
> *Cc:* Pearson, Elizabeth; Iseman, Toni; Boyd, Kelly; Rollinger, Verna;
> Egly, Jane
> *Subject:* Re: Your email has been received Re: information for the
> souther section
>
>
>
> To: Kellie Geldreich, Office Manager, On behalf of the MPA Monitoring
> Enterprise
>
> From: Dale Ghere
>
> Re: Questions relating to the MLPA, southern section, specifically the area
> in Laguna Beach
>
>
>
>
>
> Hello Kellie,
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>
>
>
> After reading the MLPA documents I have some questions I would like
> clarified.
>
>
>
> In the MLPA documents,  Appendix 3,  there is a detailed map of the
> proposed Alternative 1 for the closed area in Laguna.  The map shows hash
> marks from the mouth of Newport Harbor to Dana Point.  The areas from
> Newport Harbor to Dana Point are to be given a designation as SMCA, State
> Marine Conservation Area.  *Nothing may ever be taken* from a Reserve, but
> fishing and commercial take of *some organisms may be taken* in a
> Conservation area. See 3.4.1 and 3.4.2 in the part titled Project
> Description.  The proposed MLPA for Laguna lists some *exceptions*: From
> north of Emerald Bay to Sea Cliff in South Laguna the area will be called a
> Conservation Area, *but* all of it will be treated like a Reserve area
> because it will all be a no take zone.  Look at Section 3, Project
> Description, page 33 for the exceptions.  Is this correct?  If this area is
> going to be treated like a reserve then why call it a conservation area?
>
>
>
> If you will scroll down the entire map of the southern coast you will see
> that only Laguna Beach is asked to give up use of the entire coastline of
> city beaches.  To be asked to give up that much of the coastline there
> should be hard evidence to show there is a specific purpose that cannot be
> fulfilled at any other site.  According to testimony at the first meeting of
> the MLPA in Carlsbad the DFG will not know why the area is needed until a
> baseline study is completed which will take a minimum of 3 years to
> complete.  Why are Laguna Beach residents being asked to give up the entire
> portion of Laguna Beach city beaches before a specific purpose is
> delineated?
>
>
>
> I am confused by the points which are listed under *Other Restrictions* on
> page 33.  The statement is made that boats may only be launched in day light
> hours in designated launch areas. Launch sites however are not named,
> listed  or identified. There are no designated launch sites identified on
> the map within the MLPA boundaries for Laguna Beach.  The only designated
> launch areas I know of in Orange County are located in Newport Harbor and
> Dana Point Harbor.  The regulations also state that no boat may be anchored
> in the MLPA when it is dark.  If boats can only be launched in specific
> areas then what recourse will be available for the people who live in Laguna
> and want to launch a dory or kayak from the beach? What options will be
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> available to those people who want to launch a stand-up paddle board (SUP)
> from the beach to go for a paddle.  Will everyone have to haul their dories,
> kayaks and SUPs to one of the harbors to a designated launch site?  In case
> you don't know it, the Coast Guard considers a stand-up paddle board as a
> boat and as such is required to follow the rules for water craft. That would
> mean no one could launch an SUP off the beach in Laguna.  This is the twist
> in this regulation. People may swim, row, paddle, sail or drive a boat
> through the MLPA, but they cannot launch a boat anywhere except at a boat
> launch.  What is going to happen with the kayak and SUP businesses in Laguna
> Beach if the MLPA is enacted as now proposed?  Please explain where dories,
> kayaks and SUPs fit into this regulation.  Will it be legal to launch a dory
> or a small boat with a motor from the beach within the boundaries of the
> MLPA?  Can a catamaran be launched from the beach under this regulation?  If
> craft can only launch during daylight hours then how is term *daylight* to
> be defined?  Laguna Beach residents have a long history of maintaining small
> water craft on the beach and accessing the ocean across the sand.  If it is
> not the intent of this Act to restrict small water craft launches from the
> beach, then it needs to be written clearly in the document.
>
>
>
> According to the regulations boats may not anchor in an MLPA during night
> time.  Therefore, it will be illegal for people to drive/sail their boats to
> Laguna and anchor to watch the 4th of July fireworks. Is this a correct
> statement?  Is the intent of the MLPA regulations to restrict this type of
> activity?
>
>
>
> How about the occasional tourist who sails along the coast and wants to
> anchor somewhere between Newport and Dana Point.  Will it be legal for a
> pleasure craft to anchor within the boundaries of the MLPA during the
> night?  Water outside of the MLPA would be too deep to allow temporary
> anchorage.  The Laguna Beach lifeguard department does not have the ability
> to enforce such a rule.  Who will be expected to regulate this activity?
>
>
>
> The next series of questions are based on 34 years of teaching experience
> in Orange County.  I find it unsettling that no one may collect water
> samples from the ocean within the MLPA for the purpose of testing unless
> they have a permit from the Department of Fish and Game (DFG).  With this
> restriction every biology and marine science teacher along the coast will
> have to go through the process of gaining permits to be able to collect
> water samples.  Many lab activities that have been normal for Orange County
> science classes will be restricted by the regulations in the present
> proposal.  Who will be able to obtain a permit?  What will be the process
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> for gaining a collecting permit?  What will the costs be?  What credentials
> will be required to gain a permit?  How long will a permit be granted?  Will
> there be any restrictions as to the number of permits that will be given
> out?
>
>
>
> How often will the MLPA rules be re-evaluated?  Are there regulations
> specifying when re-evaluation must occur?
>
>
>
> At the first meeting in the southern section for the MLPA I asked if it was
> likely that any of the areas in the proposed MLPAs would be returned to
> normal use in my life time.  One of the members of the DFG was quite blunt
> when he answered my question.  He said, "No".  Was he correct?  Has there
> ever been a Conservation or Reserve Area, as is recommended for Laguna
> waters, that has ever been returned to normal use?  How many places have
> been returned to normal use?  How long had each of those areas been zoned a
> Conservation or Reserve Area before it was returned to normal use?
>
>
>
> If you are not the right person to answer these questions will you please
> direct me to the person I should contact?
>
>
>
> Thank you,
>
>
>
> Dale Ghere
>
>
>
> 915 Meadowlark Lane
>
> Laguna Beach, CA  92651
>
>
>
> 949-494-1496
>
> dmghere@gmail.com
>
>
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_______________________________________________________
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Subject: Re: Re: information for the souther section
From: Susan Ashcraft
Date: Mon, 27 Sep 2010 16:17:00
cc: "" <jhegly@aol.com>
cc: "" <tiseman2@aol.com>
cc: "" <elizabethpearson2@cox.net>
cc: "" <vernarollinger@cox.net>
cc: "Ota, Becky" <BOta@dfg.ca.gov>
cc: "Erickson, Matt" <MERICKSON@dfg.ca.gov>
cc: "Napoli, Thomas" <TNapoli@dfg.ca.gov>
cc: "Shea, Adrianna" <ASHEA@fgc.ca.gov>
cc: "FGC" <FGC@fgc.ca.gov>
To: "" <dmghere@gmail.com>
cc: "" <kellyboyd2006@gmail.com>
To: "" <melissa@resources.ca.gov>
cc: "" <kelly@strategicearth.com>
_______________________________________________________

Dear Dale,

DFG staff will be happy to respnd to your questions. You have asked multiple
questions, so we need to take the time to prepare responses to all of them
before replying.  It may take a bit of time before you receive all answers, but
rest assured that we are working on responding and will in pleanty of time for
you to prepare any comments you wish to submit the Commission. 

Best,
Susan
-----Original Message-----
From: Dale and Marilyn Ghere <dmghere@gmail.com>
Cc: Egly, Jane <jhegly@aol.com>
Cc: Iseman, Toni <tiseman2@aol.com>
Cc: Pearson, Elizabeth <elizabethpearson2@cox.net>
Cc: Rollinger, Verna <vernarollinger@cox.net>
Cc: Ota, Becky <BOta@dfg.ca.gov>
Cc: Erickson, Matt <MERICKSON@dfg.ca.gov>
Cc: Ashcraft, Susan <SAshcraft@dfg.ca.gov>
Cc: Napoli, Thomas <TNapoli@dfg.ca.gov>
Cc: Shea, Adrianna <ASHEA@fgc.ca.gov>
Cc: FGC <FGC@fgc.ca.gov>
Cc: Boyd, Kelly <kellyboyd2006@gmail.com>
To: Miller-Henson, Melissa <melissa@resources.ca.gov>
Cc: Sayce, Kelly <kelly@strategicearth.com>

Sent: 9/27/2010 1:32:01 PM
Subject: Re: Re: information for the souther section

Letter A24_iii
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Hello Melissa,

Thank you for forwarding my letter to the proper sources.  I will let you
know when my questions have been answered.  Your help is greatly
appreciated.

Dale Ghere

On Wed, Sep 22, 2010 at 7:05 PM, Melissa Miller-Henson <
melissa@resources.ca.gov> wrote:

>  Dear Dale,
>
>
>
> Many thanks for your message and questions about the proposed marine
> protected areas in the south coast study region, especially those in the
> Laguna Beach area.
>
>
>
> The MPA Monitoring Enterprise forwarded your message to me in hopes that I
> might be able to answer your questions; since I am mostly involved in the
> planning phase of MLPA implementation, there are other folks who are much
> more knowledgeable about the California Fish and Game Commission’s
> regulatory process and the management of marine protected areas.
>
>
>
> I have copied several California Department of Fish and Game staff who have
> been working on the south coast MPAs proposal on behalf of the commission
> and who may be able to answer your questions.  I have also copied commission
> staff so that they are aware of your questions and concerns.  I hope this is
> helpful.
>
>
>
> With regards,
>
>
>
> Melissa Miller-Henson
>
> Program Manager
>
> California MLPA Initiative
>
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> 916.654.2506
>
>
>
>
>
> *From:* Dale and Marilyn Ghere [mailto:dmghere@gmail.com]
> *Sent:* Tuesday, September 21, 2010 2:14 PM
> *To:* MPA Monitoring
> *Cc:* Pearson, Elizabeth; Iseman, Toni; Boyd, Kelly; Rollinger, Verna;
> Egly, Jane
> *Subject:* Re: Your email has been received Re: information for the
> souther section
>
>
>
> To: Kellie Geldreich, Office Manager, On behalf of the MPA Monitoring
> Enterprise
>
> From: Dale Ghere
>
> Re: Questions relating to the MLPA, southern section, specifically the area
> in Laguna Beach
>
>
>
>
>
> Hello Kellie,
>
>
>
> After reading the MLPA documents I have some questions I would like
> clarified.
>
>
>
> In the MLPA documents,  Appendix 3,  there is a detailed map of the
> proposed Alternative 1 for the closed area in Laguna.  The map shows hash
> marks from the mouth of Newport Harbor to Dana Point.  The areas from
> Newport Harbor to Dana Point are to be given a designation as SMCA, State
> Marine Conservation Area.  *Nothing may ever be taken* from a Reserve, but
> fishing and commercial take of *some organisms may be taken* in a
> Conservation area. See 3.4.1 and 3.4.2 in the part titled Project
> Description.  The proposed MLPA for Laguna lists some *exceptions*: From
> north of Emerald Bay to Sea Cliff in South Laguna the area will be called a
> Conservation Area, *but* all of it will be treated like a Reserve area
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> because it will all be a no take zone.  Look at Section 3, Project
> Description, page 33 for the exceptions.  Is this correct?  If this area is
> going to be treated like a reserve then why call it a conservation area?
>
>
>
> If you will scroll down the entire map of the southern coast you will see
> that only Laguna Beach is asked to give up use of the entire coastline of
> city beaches.  To be asked to give up that much of the coastline there
> should be hard evidence to show there is a specific purpose that cannot be
> fulfilled at any other site.  According to testimony at the first meeting of
> the MLPA in Carlsbad the DFG will not know why the area is needed until a
> baseline study is completed which will take a minimum of 3 years to
> complete.  Why are Laguna Beach residents being asked to give up the entire
> portion of Laguna Beach city beaches before a specific purpose is
> delineated?
>
>
>
> I am confused by the points which are listed under *Other Restrictions* on
> page 33.  The statement is made that boats may only be launched in day light
> hours in designated launch areas. Launch sites however are not named,
> listed  or identified. There are no designated launch sites identified on
> the map within the MLPA boundaries for Laguna Beach.  The only designated
> launch areas I know of in Orange County are located in Newport Harbor and
> Dana Point Harbor.  The regulations also state that no boat may be anchored
> in the MLPA when it is dark.  If boats can only be launched in specific
> areas then what recourse will be available for the people who live in Laguna
> and want to launch a dory or kayak from the beach? What options will be
> available to those people who want to launch a stand-up paddle board (SUP)
> from the beach to go for a paddle.  Will everyone have to haul their dories,
> kayaks and SUPs to one of the harbors to a designated launch site?  In case
> you don't know it, the Coast Guard considers a stand-up paddle board as a
> boat and as such is required to follow the rules for water craft. That would
> mean no one could launch an SUP off the beach in Laguna.  This is the twist
> in this regulation. People may swim, row, paddle, sail or drive a boat
> through the MLPA, but they cannot launch a boat anywhere except at a boat
> launch.  What is going to happen with the kayak and SUP businesses in Laguna
> Beach if the MLPA is enacted as now proposed?  Please explain where dories,
> kayaks and SUPs fit into this regulation.  Will it be legal to launch a dory
> or a small boat with a motor from the beach within the boundaries of the
> MLPA?  Can a catamaran be launched from the beach under this regulation?  If
> craft can only launch during daylight hours then how is term *daylight* to
> be defined?  Laguna Beach residents have a long history of maintaining small
> water craft on the beach and accessing the ocean across the sand.  If it is
> not the intent of this Act to restrict small water craft launches from the
> beach, then it needs to be written clearly in the document.
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>
>
>
> According to the regulations boats may not anchor in an MLPA during night
> time.  Therefore, it will be illegal for people to drive/sail their boats to
> Laguna and anchor to watch the 4th of July fireworks. Is this a correct
> statement?  Is the intent of the MLPA regulations to restrict this type of
> activity?
>
>
>
> How about the occasional tourist who sails along the coast and wants to
> anchor somewhere between Newport and Dana Point.  Will it be legal for a
> pleasure craft to anchor within the boundaries of the MLPA during the
> night?  Water outside of the MLPA would be too deep to allow temporary
> anchorage.  The Laguna Beach lifeguard department does not have the ability
> to enforce such a rule.  Who will be expected to regulate this activity?
>
>
>
> The next series of questions are based on 34 years of teaching experience
> in Orange County.  I find it unsettling that no one may collect water
> samples from the ocean within the MLPA for the purpose of testing unless
> they have a permit from the Department of Fish and Game (DFG).  With this
> restriction every biology and marine science teacher along the coast will
> have to go through the process of gaining permits to be able to collect
> water samples.  Many lab activities that have been normal for Orange County
> science classes will be restricted by the regulations in the present
> proposal.  Who will be able to obtain a permit?  What will be the process
> for gaining a collecting permit?  What will the costs be?  What credentials
> will be required to gain a permit?  How long will a permit be granted?  Will
> there be any restrictions as to the number of permits that will be given
> out?
>
>
>
> How often will the MLPA rules be re-evaluated?  Are there regulations
> specifying when re-evaluation must occur?
>
>
>
> At the first meeting in the southern section for the MLPA I asked if it was
> likely that any of the areas in the proposed MLPAs would be returned to
> normal use in my life time.  One of the members of the DFG was quite blunt
> when he answered my question.  He said, "No".  Was he correct?  Has there
> ever been a Conservation or Reserve Area, as is recommended for Laguna
> waters, that has ever been returned to normal use?  How many places have
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> been returned to normal use?  How long had each of those areas been zoned a
> Conservation or Reserve Area before it was returned to normal use?
>
>
>
> If you are not the right person to answer these questions will you please
> direct me to the person I should contact?
>
>
>
> Thank you,
>
>
>
> Dale Ghere
>
>
>
> 915 Meadowlark Lane
>
> Laguna Beach, CA  92651
>
>
>
> 949-494-1496
>
> dmghere@gmail.com
>
>
>
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SOUTH COAST MARINE PROTECTED AREAS PROJECT 
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
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Responses to Comment Letter A24_ii and iii 

Response to Comment A24_ii and iii: This email exchange informs the commenter that his 
questions are being addressed. The email does not address the content or adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. 
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Angie Im - (no subject) 

To whom it may concern;

After a review of the current proposal for the Marine Life Protection Act Initiative,  
South Coast Study Region, it has come to my attention that the Campus Point SMR has language that 
recognizes "existing mining infrastructure as currently placed", 5. Other Regulated or Allowed 
Activities. However many other proposed MLPA's in the South Coast Region have active oil and gas 
extraction either within the bounds of the designation, or adjacent to. These ongoing operations should 
be referenced in the EIR and the Fish and Game analysis as any negative impact the proposed MLPA's 
may have on these operations could lessen domestic production. Additionally it has come to my 
attention that the adopted Central Coast MLPA off VAFB also may impact recovery of substantial 
offshore oil and gas resources that are available by virtue of language in PRC 6244, California Coastal 
Sanctuary Act of 1994. Any application of the proposed MLPA's should work in concert with PRC 6244 
and continue to allow the narrow opportunities available for the development of what may be 
significant resources in California waters. The language currently listed for the South Coast Study 
Region is potentially in conflict with the California Coastal Sanctuary Act. 

Bob Nunn 
President
SUNSET EXPLORATION 

From: <Nunnbtr@aol.com>
To: <MLPAComments@dfg.ca.gov>
Date: 10/19/2010 4:23 PM
Subject: (no subject)

Page 1 of 1
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Letter A25

A25-1

A25-2
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SOUTH COAST MARINE PROTECTED AREAS PROJECT 
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

 

P:\28907149 RLFF South Coast MPA EIR\600 DLVR\601 - URS Prepared\__FEIR 11-2010\`Vol 4` Comments and Responses\Responses\06_Individual Responses Compiled.doc 53 

Responses to Comment Letter A25 

Response to Comment A25-1: Section 6.4.3.3 of the Draft EIR covers potential 
environmental impact to mineral sources of the proposed Project IPA. Page 6.4-12 of the 
Draft EIR states, “Implementation of the proposed Project IPA is not expected to result in a 
loss of availability of known mineral resources of value to the region and the residents of the 
state.” 

Response to Comment A25-2: The MPA in question is not one proposed in the 
South Coast Study Region and not a part of the proposed Project IPA or alternatives. No 
changes to the Draft EIR are necessary.  
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Subject: Re: Printed copies EIR (MLPA)
From: David Valentine
Date: Mon, 13 Sep 2010 05:56:00
To: "Napoli, Thomas" <TNapoli@dfg.ca.gov>
_______________________________________________________

Did you have a chance to sent the EIR last week?  I have not received it yet.

________________________________
From: David Valentine <dave_valentine_92037@yahoo.com>
To: tnapoli@dfg.ca.gov
Sent: Thu, September 2, 2010 4:12:01 PM
Subject: Fw: Printed copies EIR (MLPA)

Dear Mr. Napoli

As per our discussion today, I confirm that you have an extra copy of the 
subject document and will send this copy to me via snail mail.  I do not need 
the air quality calculations as I am principally interested in impacts of
fishes
and fisheries.

Thank you for you assistance.

David W. Valentine, Ph.D.
7305 Monte Vista Avenue
La Jolla, CA 92037
(858) 442-6036 (cell)
retired marine biologist

....NOW AVAILABLE FOR PROPOSED CA SOUTH COAST MPA’S: A Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (DEIR) is now complete for the Marine Protected Area (MPA) 
proposals covering California’s South Coast Study Region. A 45-day public 
comment and review period begins 18 August and will run through 4 October.  The 
DEIR is now available to the public on DFG’s website at 
www.dfg.ca.gov/mlpa/regulatorydocs_sc.asp. Printed copies are also available if 
requested.  For more information, including how to submit comments go to: 
www.dfg.ca.gov/news/news10/2010081801-SC-MPA-DEIR.html or contact: Thomas 
Napoli, California Department of Fish and Game, (562) 342-7164 or Adrianna
Shea,

Letter A27
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California Fish and Game Commission, (916) 653-4899 or Kirsten Macintyre, 
California Department of Fish and Game, (916) 322-8988.

_______________________________________________________

Attachment: TEXT8.htm
Attachment: Mime8.822
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Subject: Re: Printed copies EIR (MLPA)
From: David Valentine
Date: Tue, 14 Sep 2010 13:20:00
To: "Napoli, Thomas" <TNapoli@dfg.ca.gov>
_______________________________________________________

Still not EIR copy.

________________________________
From: David Valentine <dave_valentine_92037@yahoo.com>
To: tnapoli@dfg.ca.gov
Sent: Thu, September 2, 2010 4:12:01 PM
Subject: Fw: Printed copies EIR (MLPA)

Dear Mr. Napoli

As per our discussion today, I confirm that you have an extra copy of the 
subject document and will send this copy to me via snail mail.  I do not need 
the air quality calculations as I am principally interested in impacts of
fishes
and fisheries.

Thank you for you assistance.

David W. Valentine, Ph.D.
7305 Monte Vista Avenue
La Jolla, CA 92037
(858) 442-6036 (cell)
retired marine biologist

....NOW AVAILABLE FOR PROPOSED CA SOUTH COAST MPA’S: A Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (DEIR) is now complete for the Marine Protected Area (MPA) 
proposals covering California’s South Coast Study Region. A 45-day public 
comment and review period begins 18 August and will run through 4 October.  The 
DEIR is now available to the public on DFG’s website at 
www.dfg.ca.gov/mlpa/regulatorydocs_sc.asp. Printed copies are also available if 
requested.  For more information, including how to submit comments go to: 
www.dfg.ca.gov/news/news10/2010081801-SC-MPA-DEIR.html or contact: Thomas 
Napoli, California Department of Fish and Game, (562) 342-7164 or Adrianna
Shea,

Letter A28

925



California Fish and Game Commission, (916) 653-4899 or Kirsten Macintyre, 
California Department of Fish and Game, (916) 322-8988.

_______________________________________________________

Attachment: TEXT9.htm
Attachment: Mime9.822
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Subject: Re: Printed copies EIR (MLPA)
From: David Valentine
Date: Wed, 15 Sep 2010 19:21:00
To: "Napoli, Thomas" <TNapoli@dfg.ca.gov>
_______________________________________________________

The EIR showed up today the worse for wear.  The envelope was not strong enough 
to handle the three documents and it 'ruptured'.  It arrive with an apologetic 
note from the post office and wrapped in numerous rubber bands and scotch tape.

But it did arrive.
Thank you.  I appreciate the effort you put into sending it to me.

________________________________
From: David Valentine <dave_valentine_92037@yahoo.com>
To: tnapoli@dfg.ca.gov
Sent: Thu, September 2, 2010 4:12:01 PM
Subject: Fw: Printed copies EIR (MLPA)

Dear Mr. Napoli

As per our discussion today, I confirm that you have an extra copy of the 
subject document and will send this copy to me via snail mail.  I do not need 
the air quality calculations as I am principally interested in impacts of
fishes
and fisheries.

Thank you for you assistance.

David W. Valentine, Ph.D.
7305 Monte Vista Avenue
La Jolla, CA 92037
(858) 442-6036 (cell)
retired marine biologist

....NOW AVAILABLE FOR PROPOSED CA SOUTH COAST MPA’S: A Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (DEIR) is now complete for the Marine Protected Area (MPA) 
proposals covering California’s South Coast Study Region. A 45-day public 
comment and review period begins 18 August and will run through 4 October.  The 

Letter A29
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DEIR is now available to the public on DFG’s website at 
www.dfg.ca.gov/mlpa/regulatorydocs_sc.asp. Printed copies are also available if 
requested.  For more information, including how to submit comments go to: 
www.dfg.ca.gov/news/news10/2010081801-SC-MPA-DEIR.html or contact: Thomas 
Napoli, California Department of Fish and Game, (562) 342-7164 or Adrianna
Shea,
California Fish and Game Commission, (916) 653-4899 or Kirsten Macintyre, 
California Department of Fish and Game, (916) 322-8988.

_______________________________________________________

Attachment: TEXT10.htm
Attachment: Mime10.822
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SOUTH COAST MARINE PROTECTED AREAS PROJECT 
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
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Responses to Comment Letters A27-A29 

Response to Comment A27 – A29: This is an email exchange between Department staff and 
an individual requesting a copy of the Draft EIR. It contains no comments on the draft, and 
so a response is not required.  
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From: <highliner3@sbcglobal.net>
To: <fgc@fgc.ca.gov>
Date: 9/21/2010 11:28 AM
Subject: Hold Scoping Meetings for the South Coast

John Culwell
3591 Myers St
Riverside, CA 92503-4224

September 21, 2010

California Fish and Game Commission
1416 Ninth Street P.O. Box 944209
Sacramento, CA 94244-2090

Dear California Fish and Game Commission:

I am writing to urge you to extend the comment period on the South Coast 
Study Region Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) from 45 days to 90 
days.

As an avid angler, the Marine Life Protection Act (MLPA) will have 
significant effects on my ability to enjoy California's ocean resources, 
and it is therefore important that I am given enough time to review and 
weigh in on the process. 

Given the complexity, importance, and sheer magnitude of the DEIR, a 
90-day review and comment period is not only warranted, but necessary.

Sincerely,

John Culwell
951--66-2-07

Letter A37

A37-1

A37-2

A37-3
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Responses to Comment Letter A37 

Response to Comment A37-1: Comment noted. See text provided in the preamble of 
this section on the 15-day extension that was granted by the Commission. 

Response to Comment A37-2: Comment noted. The purpose of the Draft EIR is to 
evaluate potential impacts to the environment. 

Response to Comment A37-3: The SCSR is the third region to undergo the MPA 
designation process, which has been refined since its implementation in previous regions. 
This refined design process, in addition to the ample time interested parties have had to 
participate leading up to the Draft EIR (see Table 2-1 for a list of meetings pertaining to the 
implementation of MPAs in the SCSR), was taken into consideration the Commission’s 
decision to provide a 15-day extension for the Draft EIR comment period, which was 
changed from October 4, 2010, to October 19, 2010. 
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FGC - So Cal's Marine Protected Areas 

From:    Rosleen Reynolds <cocolily121@yahoo.com>
To:    <fgc@fgc.ca.gov>
Date:    9/22/2010 1:10 PM
Subject:   So Cal's Marine Protected Areas

I am in support of keeping to the timeline already established to protect our 
waters and do not support any delays.  Thanks you. 

Rosleen Reynolds 
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Responses to Comment Letter A40 

Response to Comment A40-1: Comment noted. See text provided in the preamble of 
this section on the 15-day extension that was granted by the Commission. No changes to the 
Draft EIR are required. 
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Subject: Request to extend the comment period on the South Coast Study RegionDraft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) 
From: Joe Nguyen
Date: Tue, 28 Sep 2010 15:32:00
To: "MLPAComments" <MLPAComments@dfg.ca.gov>
To: "FGC" <FGC@fgc.ca.gov>
_______________________________________________________

To: fgc@fgc.ca.gov and MLPAComments@dfg.ca.gov

Re: Request to extend the comment period on the South Coast Study Region
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) from 45 days to 90 days

Dear Sirs:

I am a Californian, a spearfisherman, fisherman, boater and diver. My sons
are also watermen and together, we spend many days and weekends on the water
and in the water fishing and spearfishing together.  My family's recreation
revolves around fishing and spearfishing and boating, and we have spent
considerable sums supporting the California economy with our recreational
dollars.

The South Coast MLPA process materially impacts our recreational
opportunities and our family's ability to enjoy the ocean. It also closes
parts of the ocean for years to come.

The Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), a very important part of the
MLPA process, is complex legal and technical document. As such it deserves
careful study, certainly more than the 45 days granted to review and
comment as currently proposed by some.

To elaborate, I (as many others) work full-time and spend whatever little
time I have educating myself and others on this topic.  We are highly
impacted by the proposed regulations, and like millions of other ordinary
citizens, we do not work full-time on fishery or environmental issues.  But
we are concerned and wish to participate.   * I firmly believe that
requiring ordinary working, tax paying Californians with jobs, family, and
other obligations to fully read up in their spare time and become informed
with this 545-page + legal/technical document (and to provide reasoned
comments) within 45 days is tantamount to denying the same tax-paying,
ordinary concerned citizens the right to meaningfully participate.*

Must participation in this endeavor be limited to only those who are
professionally employed by organizations with a vested interest in either
promoting or detracting from the MLPA effort?  While I'm certain that these
employed lobbyists would have time to review and respond (and they
should--it is their job), what about ordinary citizens? Shouldn't this
process be as inclusive as possible, and that means giving the people of
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California, including the ordinary working people, a chance to participate
in a meaningful way and with adequate time?  If this process is for the
future, and if we wish for *all* to respect the outcome, shouldn't we grant
the people most impacted by the MLPA a meaningful way to participate, i.e.,
adequate time to review and comment on a lengthy and complex legal/technical
document of such importance?

This DEIR is a very important document that will impact my family and how we
spend our time and money for years to come.  I need time to review and
formulate comments in response to this complex 545 page+ legal/technical
document.  Most people I have talked to feel the same way and need more
time.

Accordingly, I respectfully request to extend the review and comment period
on the South Coast Study Region Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)
from 45 days to 90 days.

Joseph Nguyen
Huong Nguyen
Nicholas Nguyen
Eric Nguyen

Poway, CA.

_______________________________________________________
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Responses to Comment Letter A42 

Response to Comment A42-1: The jurisdiction of the proposed Project is limited to 
the areas below the mean high-tide line and three geographical miles out to limit of state 
jurisdiction. The proposed regulations will have no impact to existing regulations on access, 
and no new regulations prohibiting non-consumptive recreational activities are proposed. 

Response to Comment A42-2: Comment noted. See text provided in the preamble of 
this section on the 15-day extension that was granted by the Commission. No changes to the 
Draft EIR are required. 

Response to Comment A42-3: Comment noted. See text provided in the preamble of 
this section on the 15-day extension that was granted by the Commission. No changes to the 
Draft EIR are required. 
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Subject: Extend DEIR Review to 90 Days
From: wtlfsh
Date: Tue, 28 Sep 2010 11:53:00
To: "FGC" <FGC@fgc.ca.gov>
_______________________________________________________

Wendy Tochihara
5921 Par Circle
Huntington Beach, CA 92649-2735

September 28, 2010

California Fish and Game Commission
1416 Ninth Street P.O. Box 944209
Sacramento, CA 94244-2090

Dear California Fish and Game Commission:

I am writing to urge you to extend the comment period on the South Coast 
Study Region Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) from 45 days to 90 
days.

Dear President Kellogg and the California Fish & Game Commission:

I work within the fishing industry, co-host a fishing radio show, belong 
to several fishing clubs, am an avid angler, boater, concerned citizen and 
served as a Regional Stakeholder for the Marine Life Protection Act 
(MLPA). I am also a single mother with a teenage daughter with serious 
health issues and one who is disabled. 

The actions of the commission will have significant effects on my ability 
to take care of my family and will limit access for them to enjoy 
California's ocean resources due to the fishing closures. 

This past Friday I received the DEIR from the California Fish & Game 
Department in the mail but it was missing the public comments, we were 
told they would be included in the DEIR but it was not. The comment 
deadline is tomorrow, it would be a great injustice for my colleagues, 
constituents and communities that would be affected by these closures to 
be given less than a week to review the DEIR.

Given the complexity, importance, and sheer magnitude of the DEIR, at 
least a 90-day review and comment period is not only warranted, but 
necessary.
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Sincerely,

Wendy Tochihara
714-609-5544

_______________________________________________________
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Responses to Comment Letter A44 

Response to Comment A44-1: Comment noted. See text provided in the preamble of 
this section on the 15-day extension that was granted by the Commission. 

Response to Comment A44-2: Comment noted. See also Master Response 6. 

Response to Comment A44-3: Comment noted. See responses A09-1 and A35_ii-4. 
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From: pamela05n <pamela05n@peoplepc.com>
To: <FGC@fgc.ca.gov>
Date: 9/22/2010 4:55 PM
Subject: mpa

Please keep on your schedule to protect the proposed (expanded) California marine preserves.  This is a long needed protection 
and cannot be delayed!  I grew up in Corona del Mar where there were every kind of tide pool species imaginable. I returned to see 
that the area is protected now, but there is not a fraction of the organisms I saw as a child.  This protection is long overdue.
Pam Nelson
Warner Springs, Ca

________________________________________
PeoplePC Online
A better way to Internet
http://www.peoplepc.com
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Responses to Comment Letter A46 

Response to Comment A46-1: Comment noted. See text provided in the preamble of 
this section on the 15-day extension that was granted by the Commission. No changes to the 
Draft EIR are required. 

Response to Comment A46-2: Comment noted. No changes to the Draft EIR are 
required. 
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Subject: Request to extend the comment period on the South Coast Study Region
 DraftEnvironmental Impact Report (DEIR) f
From: Mario.Reina
Date: Wed, 22 Sep 2010 16:38:00
To: "MLPAComments" <MLPAComments@dfg.ca.gov>
To: "FGC" <FGC@fgc.ca.gov>
_______________________________________________________

Dear Sirs:

I wanted to write a few lines to request  an extension on the South Coast 
Study Region Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) from 45 days to 90 
days.

I am a Spearfisherman, owner of a small boat, and a free diver that loves, 
appreciates and respect the Ocean and marine life.

I work Monday thru Friday in a Corporate environment that is very 
demanding and I try to spend as much of my non-working time, with my 
family  in our Oceans. 

The great sport I practice demands quality equipment,  I happily  support 
our US economy by buying US products for spearfishing, free diving and 
boating.

I have spent thousand of dollars so far, in my equipment.To give you an 
example;  The total cost of my Spearguns purchased this year exceeds 
$1,350, I spent over $600 in wetsuits, and a few other thousands of 
dollars in miscellaneous for boating.  I would say I spent more than 
$5,000 this year alone in gear.  I am happy to continue purchasing new 
gear as needed to  practice the sport I love. 

Ocean activities give me and my family much happiness and provides some 
fresh food  for our table and enable us to live a happy healthy life.

The South Coast MLPA process has a direct effect on the quality of my 
family's life, because it affects my recreational Ocean activities. 
It also closes access to many parts of the ocean in the near future and 
for years to come.

The 548-page document DEIR is a crucial part of this process. I really 
need more time to review it and better understand it, so I can formulate 
educated comments about this document.

I requesting that you please extend the review and comment period on the 
South Coast Study Region Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) from 45 
days to 90 days so I can be as informed and educated and possible.
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Thank you for taking the time to read these few lines,

Sincerely

Mario Reina | EY Financial Planner Line. 

Mario Reina
4370 La Jolla Village Drive, San Diego, California 92122, United States of 
America
Fax: eFax: 866-413-4378 | mario.reina@ey.com
Website: www.ey.com

Any U.S. tax advice contained in the body of this e-mail was not intended or
written to be used, and cannot be used, by the recipient for the purpose of
avoiding penalties that may be imposed under the Internal Revenue Code or
applicable state or local tax law provisions.
________________________________________________________________________
The information contained in this message may be privileged and confidential
and protected from disclosure.  If the reader of this message is not the
intended recipient, or an employee or agent responsible for delivering this
message to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any
dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is strictly
prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us
immediately by replying to the message and deleting it from your computer. 

Notice required by law:  This e-mail may constitute an advertisement or
solicitation under U.S. law, if its primary purpose is to advertise or promote
a commercial product or service.   You may choose not to receive advertising
and promotional messages from Ernst & Young LLP (except for Ernst & Young
Online and the ey.com website, which track e-mail preferences through a
separate process) at this e-mail address by forwarding this message to
no-more-mail@ey.com.  If you do so, the sender of this message will be notified
promptly. Our principal postal address is 5 Times Square, New York, NY 10036.
Thank you.  Ernst & Young LLP

_______________________________________________________
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Responses to Comment Letter A48 

Response to Comment A48-1: Comment noted. See text provided in the preamble of 
this section on the 15-day extension that was granted by the Commission. 

Response to Comment A48-2: Comment noted. See response to Comment A42-1. 
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FGC - MLPA 

Re: Request to extend the comment period on the South Coast Study Region Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) from 45 days to 90 days 

Dear Sirs: 

I am a recreational fisherman with 5 children who all love to fish. Well… 3 of the kids anyway! 
We fish primarily from kayaks and also from the shoreline.

So far this year I have spent about 20 days fishing. Hoping this doesn’t get back to my wife, I 
spent over $2000 on equipment (tackle and boat maintenance,) fees, and other expenses 
related to ocean sports.

I also attended 7 of the MLPA meetings that asked for public comment last year. 

My main concern with the the South Coast MLPA process is that it materially impacts my 
recreational opportunities and my ability to enjoy the ocean. It also closes parts of the ocean 
for years to come.  In other words, it affects my freedom to enjoy the ocean and violates 
the California State Constitution.  (Article 1 section 25.) 

Further, the DEIR is a complex 548-page document that is a very important part of this 
process. We need time to review and formulate comments in response to this complex 
document.

Accordingly, I respectfully request to extend the review and comment period on the South 
Coast Study Region Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) from 45 days to 90 days and 
strongly urge you to scrap the entire MLPA altogether.

Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Michael Gratland
Newbury Park, Ca 91320
(805) 857-5811

From:    Mike Gratland <MGratland@troop.com>
To:    <fgc@fgc.ca.gov>
Date:    9/23/2010 11:35 AM
Subject:   MLPA
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Responses to Comment Letter A49 

Response to Comment A49-1: Comment noted. 

Response to Comment A49-2: Comment noted. See also Master Response 6. 

Response to Comment A49-3: Comment noted. 

Response to Comment A49-4: Comment noted. See text provided in the preamble of 
this section on the 15-day extension that was granted by the Commission. 
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Responses to Comment Letter A50 

Response to Comment A50-1: Comment noted. See text provided in the preamble of 
this section on the 15-day extension that was granted by the Commission. 

Response to Comment A50-2: See response to Comment A13-31 and Master 
Response 9. No changes to the Draft EIR are required. 
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From: Michael Godfrey <MGodfrey2@socal.rr.com>
To: <fgc@fgc.ca.gov>
Date: 9/23/2010 12:28 PM
Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) 

I am a past president of the Los Angeles Rod and Reel Club with a  
current membership in excess of 175 members.  In 2002, the Fish and  
Game Commission  granted 94 days for the public
to comment on the the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) prior  
to the FGC adopting the Channel Island MPAs.  The DEIR is a  
complicated document and MPAs affect 1/3
of the CA coast and hundreds of local governments and special agencies  
that need time to review the hundreds of pages of text and hundreds of  
pages of tables and charts.
At this time, I am asking for a 45 day extension of time to review and  
comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).

Thank you,
------------------------------------------
Michael Godfrey
mgodfrey2@socal.rr.com
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Responses to Comment Letter A51_i 

Response to Comment A51_i-1: Comment noted. No changes to the Draft EIR are 
required. 

Response to Comment A51_i-2: See Response to A37-3. 

The SCSR is the third region to undergo the MPA designation process, which has been 
refined since its implementation in previous regions. This refined design process, in addition 
to the ample time interested parties have had to participate leading up to the Draft EIR (see 
Table 2-1 for a list of meetings pertaining to the implementation of MPAs in the SCSR), was 
taken into consideration the Commission’s decision to provide a 15-day extension for the 
Draft EIR comment period, which was changed from October 4, 2010, to October 19, 2010. 
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From: Michael Godfrey <mgodfrey2@socal.rr.com>
To: <fgc@fgc.ca.gov>
Date: 9/24/2010 9:15 PM
Subject: Extend DEIR Review and Comment Period

> Michael A. Godfrey
>
> 17309 Tennyson Place
>
> Granada Hills, CA  91344-1077
>
> Tel. (818) 363-2974
>
> Fax (818) 360-2704
>
> E-mail: MGODFREY2@socall.rr.com
>
> September 24, 2010
> Mr. Jim Kellogg, President
>
> California Fish & Game Commission
>
> Re: Support to (1) Extend, for 90 days, Review and Comment Period  
> DEIR – South Coast MLPA and (2) Proposal 2 for South Coast MLPA
>
> Dear President Kellogg:
>
> I am a very long standing member of the Los Angeles Rod and Reel  
> Club and a very passionate and frequent salt water fisherman in the  
> South Coast Area.  The purposes of this letter are to support
>
> (1) a minimum ninety (90) day period to extend the review and  
> comment period for the South Coast DEIR and (2) Proposal 2 for  
> approval and passage by the Commission for the South Coast MLPA.
>
> There has never been, and may never be, a more important decision to  
> be made by the Commission that affects so many fishermen, both  
> recreational and commercial, and their supporting industries
>
> that bring literally billions of dollars of revenue and taxes into  
> our state.
>
>
>
> I know, from listening to the members of our environmental  
> committee, specifically Eric Rogger, John Ballotti and Merit McCrea,  
> that the current draft report overlooks and does not address  
> significant
>
> major issues in regard to the short and long term effects of the  
> proposed MLPA for the South Coast.  Certainly such ninety (90) day  
> extension is an insignificant period to grant for such review and
>
> comment given the enormous effect on the result for many years to  
> come. There is clearly precedent to such extensions being granted  
> such as the same extension granted for review and comment of
>
> the Channel Islands MLPA’S.  The members of our club alone fish over  
> 150 days a year mostly within the jurisdiction of the MLPA in the  
> South Coast mainly targeting Calico Bass, Yellowtail, White Sea
>
> Bass and rockfish. All of these species will be affected by the  
> South Coast MLPA.
>
> In Closing, I request the Commission to both (1) grant such 90 day  
> extension and (2) approval Proposal 2.
>
>
> Very truly yours,
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>
> Michael A. Godfrey, Past President
> Los Angeles Rod & Reel Club
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Responses to Comment Letter A51_ii 

Response to Comment Letter A51_ii: See response to Form Letter D. 
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FGC - extension 

  
Pls allow a 45 day extension to review DEIR, I am a recreational fisherman. THIS IS 
IMPORTANT. 

From:    David Levinson <dajplevin@roadrunner.com>
To:    <fgc@fgc.ca.gov>
Date:    9/23/2010 1:04 PM
Subject:   extension 
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Responses to Comment Letter A52 

Response to Comment A52-1: Comment noted. See text provided in the preamble of 
this section on the 15-day extension that was granted by the Commission. 
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FGC - MLPA process 

  

From:    Eric Stewart <ericstewart69@hotmail.com>
To:    <fgc@fgc.ca.gov>, <mlpacomments@dfg.ca.gov>
Date:    9/23/2010 1:47 PM
Subject:    MLPA process
Attachments:   MLPAseptember.doc
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Responses to Comment Letter A53_i 

Response to Comment A53_i: The letter is an email that was used to transmit a comment 
letter to the Department as an attachment, but the email itself contains no text. No response is 
required. 
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Dear Committee, 
 
I am writing you as a concerned spear fishermen involved in the MLPA process. I have 
spent countless hours over the last year and years prior off the coast of San Diego doing 
what I love; spear fishing. I am a very selective hunter that respects and loves the ocean 
and I always eat what I take. I am also a contributor to California’s economy as well as a 
tax payer. I spent at least $2000 last year associated with spear fishing. 
 
I am requesting to extend the comment period on the South Coast Study Region Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) from 45 days to 90 days. The South Coast MLPA 
process will directly impact me as a diver. In San Diego the proposal will take away 
approximately half of accessible shore diving locations. These closures will not only 
impact me immediately but for years down the road. There needs to be more time spent 
on examining the data and the arguments. The DEIR is a complex and long document 
that demands more time to review and formulate comments.  
 
Please extend the DEIR from 45-90 days; these are extremely important decisions that 
will impact a great number of people for an even greater number of years. An extra 45 
days will only allow for better future decisions to be made. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Eric Stewart 
4764 Allenhurst Place 
San Diego, CA  92117 
(858)  279-8575 
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Responses to Comment Letter A53_ii 

Response to Comment A53_ii-1: Comment noted. See text provided in the preamble 
of this section on the 15-day extension that was granted by the Commission. 
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Responses to Comment Letter A55 

Response to Comment A55-1: Comment noted. See response to Comment A42-1 
and A49-2. 

Response to Comment A55-2: Comment noted. See text provided in the preamble of 
this section on the 15-day extension that was granted by the Commission. 
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FGC - Request to Extend Review and Comment Period-DEIR-South Coast 

  

From:    Earl W Warren <blackcloud@sbcglobal.net>
To:    Jim Kellogg <fgc@fgc.ca.gov>
Date:    9/25/2010 6:10 PM
Subject:    Request to Extend Review and Comment Period-DEIR-South Coast
CC:

   

Frank Polak <FrankPolak@ClearChannel.com>, Natalie Webster 
<nataliewebster@americantuna.com>, Eric Rogger <wstridge@aol.com>, Michael 
Godfrey <mgodfrey2@socal.rr.com>, Michael Grossman <ExecAction@USA.net>, 
Randy Sharon <lawrms@cs.com>, Charles Schoemaker <cschoemaker@earthlink.net>, 
Joel Steinman <jsteinman@socal.rr.com>, Steve Simon 
<simonmurphy08@sbcglobal.net>, Dan Felger <dan@dartrealty.net>, Dan Fink 
<finkd1@yahoo.com>, Merit McCrea <meritmccrea@hotmail.com>, Wendy Tochihara 
<izorlineinternational@yahoo.com>

Attachments:   SCANNEDEXECLTRKELLOGSUPEXT092510.pdf

Dear President Kellogg: Since I will be unable to attend the Commission meeting on September 29, 
2010 I have written the attached letter in support of the referenced extension to review and provide 
comment on the DEIR, I respectfully request be read by you and the other Commissioners before this 
meeting. 
I plan to attend the future meetings commencing in October to voice my support for approval by the 
Commission of Proposal 2 of the South Coast Stakeholder Group if the MLPA for the South Coast is 
adopted. 
  
Cordially, 
 
Earl W. Warren 
Home Business Telephone: (805) 523-1921 
Home Telephone: (805) 523-1919 
Cell Telephone: (818) 807-8862 
Facsimile: (805)523-1922 
E-Mail: blackcloud@sbcglobal.net 
 
CONFIDENTIALITY: The information contained in this e-mail is confidential. It is intended solely for the use of the 
individual(s) to whom it is addressed. If you are not the intended recipient you are hereby notified that any 
disclosure, copying, or distribution of this information is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. Sender is not liable 
for the improper or incomplete transmission of this information.    
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Responses to Comment Letter A58_i 

Response to Comment A58_i: The letter is an email that was used to transmit a 
comment letter to the Department as an attachment, and the email does not address the 
content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. No response is required. 
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Responses to Comment Letter A58_ii 

Response to Comment A58_ii-1: Comment noted. See text provided in the preamble 
of this section on the 15-day extension that was granted by the Commission. 

Response to Comment A58_ii-2: Comment noted. 

Response to Comment A58_ii-3: Comment noted. 

Response to Comment A58_ii-4: Comment noted. 

Response to Comment A58_ii-5: The purpose of the Draft EIR is to provide an 
informational document on the potential environmental impacts that may be imposed from a 
proposed project. No changes to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response to Comment A58_ii-6: Comment noted. See text provided in the preamble 
of this section on the 15-day extension that was granted by the Commission. 
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